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Respondents The Honorable Gene Stipe (“Sen. Stipe”) and The Stipe Law Firm

submit this brief in response to the Brief of the General Counsel, dated July 11, 2001

(“OGC Brief”), recommending that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
Sen. Stipe and The Stipe Law Firm knowingly and willfuliy violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 as amended (“the Act”), 2 Ul.S.C.l §§441f and 441a(a)(1)(A).
L. INTRODUCTION

Walt lioberts was an unsuccessful candidate for U.S. Congtess from the Third |
Congressional District of Oklahoma in 1998. Using shards of selected testimony, _
assertions without basis in the rlecord and uhsupported assumptions, the General Comsel
has woven together a story of a vast conspiracy between Sen. Stipe and Roberts to funnel
nearly $200,000 onto Roberts’ campaign in deliberate violation of the Act’s limits.

(E.g., OGC Brief at 9, 41).



Tﬁe full factual. record tells a very different story. It tells a story of a lifelong
friendship between Sen. Stipe and Roberts, involving s_ubstantiaImen_téring and personal
ﬁnancial support for Rob_erts by Sen. Stipe, and business dealings between Stipe and
Roberts, over a period of many years. From Sen. Stipe’s stmdp6int, he engaged in
several transactions with Roberts duﬁng a _period overlapping with the period of the
congressional campaign,_ in which payments were made to Roberts persbnally either for |
full consideration in legitimate business transactions or as a coniinuation of the lifelong
pattern of personal supﬁort for Roberts and his non-political vocational pursuiis. In
addition, several of the transactions challenged by the General Cdunsel did nbt, from Sen.
Stipe’s standpoint, involve Roberts in any way, but were legitimate, arms-length business
dealing with other individuals, who in turn engaged in transactions with Roberts that fhe
General Counsel insists were disguised contributions to the Roberts éampaign.

| Roberts and the other individuals implicated by the General Counsel, including

Jim E. Lane, Charlene Spears and Louise Crosslin, will presumably be called upon to

answer for and explain their actions in their own responses to the General Counsel’s -

investigation. Sen. Sti-pe can, of course, only be held liable for his own actions aﬁd
intentions as he experienced them and understood them. To be sure, Sen. Stipe certainiy
wanted to assist Roberts in every way possible as he had done during Roberts’ entire
lifetime, and Sen._ Stipe clearly supported and was involved in Roberts’ candidacy and
wanted Roberts to succeed in his congressional race. The facts show, however, that none
of the transactions put at issue by the General Counsel was intended by Sen. Stipe to be,
or by any objective measure should be considered to be, a meané of making secret

contributions to Roberts’ campaign, as demonstrated below.
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In that regard, the General Counsel has from the outset assumed that every action
taken and word spoken by every individual involved in this case was intended to
perpetuate the conspirécy pre-conceived by the General Counsel. The General Coun'sel,
in essence, has treated Sen. Stipe’s refusal to assent to the General Couﬂsgl’s theory of
the case as an effort tb cover up and to “impede and obstruct this investigation.” (OGC
Brief at 44). The General Counsel has treated every honest confusion and gaﬁ in |
memory, the normal inconsistencies ip testimony of witnesses trying to remember
transa.lctions, and differing interpretations of agreements, all as part of an effort to conceal
the facts from the Commission, and has accused Sen. Stipe and others of doctoring
documenté or taking other actions to méke unlawful p‘éyments appear legitimate after the
investigation began. (Id.)

The General Counsel’s allegations of obstruction are utterly unfounded and
outrageous. Sen. Stipe is the longest-serving elected official in the United States. His
distinguished career of public seﬁice stretches for nearly 50 years. The General
Comsel’s attempts to smear Sen. Stipe with what amount to unsqpported allegations of
serious misconduct are uncalled for and regrettable. Sen. Stipe and The Stipe Law Firm
have provided all documents in their custody and possession that have been subpoenaéd
or otherwise requesfed by OGC. Sen. Stipe sat for two full days of depositions and
answered every question truthfully and to the best of his recollectioh. Neither Sen. Stipe

nor anyone acting under his direction or with his knowledge ever altered or created any

documents after the investigation commenced or at any other time.
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At this juncture, and with respect to these particular respondents, the Commission
should focus on the facts of record with respect to Sen. Stipé’s own specific actions and .
kﬁowledge. ’fhe facts of record show,lin summary, that:

1. Sen. Stipe was not involved in any way in the sale of a horse trailer by
Roberts to Lane for $20,000, which funds Roberts deposited in his campaign account and
reported as a personal loan to his campaign. Although the General Counsel claims that
Sen. Stipe was the source of this $20,000 payment, a $20,000 payment from Sen. Stipe to
Lane at that time was part of a series of payments, long predating the congressional
campaign, for purchase by Sen. Stipe of a parcel of land owned by a company then |
jointly owned by Sen. Stipe and Lane. The suggestion that the payment was made by Sen.
Stipe to Lane as part of some kind of scheme to make a disguised contribution to Roberts
is completely unsupported.

2. ‘In fhe summer of 1998, Sen. Stipe asked Roberts, an experienced livestock
handler and trader who had served as an official of the Texas Cattlemen’s Association, to
acquire cattle for Sen. Stipe’s ranch. Roberts has admitted that he misappropriated the '.
payment made by Sen. Stipe for this purpoée and that, without Sen. Stipe’s knowledge,
Roberts immediately loaned those funds to his congressional campaign. Roberts acquiréd
additionai funds from Sen. Stipe’s account through Charlene Spears, agéin without Sen.
Stipe’s knowledge at the time, to pay for the actﬁal cattle that were delivered.

Sen. Stipe t->e1ieved that all of the cattle delivered were longhomé, not usable on
the ranch, and demanded his money back. He believed that other, noﬁ-longhom cattle
that were delivered;the ones Roberts actually paid for—were part of a different

transaction. Roberts repaid the initial payment to Sen. Stipe within a few weeks. Sen.
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Stipe kept the remaining cattle that Roberts had actually delivered. At the time, then,

~ Sen. Stipe believed he had not in fact paid for the returned longhorn cattle and that he had

paid a different broker for the cattle he kept. After this investigation began, Sen. Stipe
discovered the truth about the entire transaction.

Despite Robérts’ improper conduct, his misrepresentations to the press during the
canipaign and his failure to report the transaction accurately on his EIGA report, the fact

remains that Sen. Stipe ultimately paid once, and paid a fair market price, for cattle he

. actually received and kept. From Sen. Stipe’s standpoint based on what he knew and

understood at the time, this transaction was legjtimate and arms’ length purchase of a
cattle through a trusted friend with extensive experience in livestock dealings.

3. During the suminer of 1998, Roberts approached Sen. Stipe about gétting
paid for previous promotions of the Stipe Law Firm by Roberts on radio programs that
Roberts had hosted in previous years. Roberts asked for $17,000, which Sen. Stlpe and
Roberts agreed was more than the work had been worth, but Sen. Stipe agreéd to have the
law firm make the payment with the understanding that Roberts would perform additional
services to make up the difference. Consistent with the longstanding friendéhip and
business and personal dealings over the years, Sen. Stipe has not pursued Roberts to
perform the additional services. There is no evidence at all that this payment was made
as a contribution to Roberts’ campajg'n..

.4. | Well before Robérts had decided to fun for Congress, and consistent with
the lifelong pattern of mentoring and financial sup'pbrt for Roberts by Sen. Stipe, Sen.
Stipe and Roberts had discussed a plan for long-teﬁn support by Sen. Stipe of Roberts’

efforts to make a career of creating bronze sculptures with Western themes. These
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discussions resulted in an agreement that Sen. Stipe would acquire an interest in Robel_'ts’
art in exchange for payments to Roberts of costs and living expenses over a period of ten
years to enable Roberts to pursue his art career. At Sen. Stipe’s suggestion, this “option
agreement” was reduced to writing. Pursuant to this agreement, Sen. Stipe has made
payments to Roberts every year from and including 1998, the year after the agreement
was signed, through the present. Sen. Stipe continues to make those payments.

Roberts has ﬂot sold any artwork since the agreement other than pieces sold
during his art auction in September. 1998, which pieces were created before the
agreement was signed; .Sen. Stipe and Roberts disagree on whether the agreement covers
these sales. Although the General Counsel makes much of the fact that Sen. Stipe has
not pursued his potential legal rights against Roberts, it would not be expected that
individuals who enjoy the kind of relationship Sen. Stipe and Roberts have maintained
for many years, would start threatening to sue each other. The fact i's that the agreemerit
relating to Roberts’ art was a bona fide agreement for fair consideration.

5. As Sen. Stipe has made clear from the outset of this investigatioh, as part
of a lifelong pattern of personal suppon for Roberts, Sen. Stipe also paid certain of
Roberts’ living expenses during 1998. These payments Were clearly in addition to the'
payments made under the art agreement in the years 1998-2001. There is no evidence
that Roberts used any of these funds in his campaign. Further,'there is no evidence that
these payments were other.than what Sefx. Stipe has always represented them to be—
personal gifts.

6. The General Counsel makes much of an art auction held by Roberts, to

obtain funds to repay Sen. Stipe for the funds Roberts misappropriated when Sen. Stipe
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had paid Roberts for the purchase of cattle. The record is clear that Sen. Sﬁpe did not
-attend the auction and did not purchasel any art there. Thus, regardless of whether the
auction involved bona fide sales undertaken.in the ordinary course of business; no funds
of Sen. Stipe bassed to Roberts at or in connection with the auction. While the General |
Counsel contends that funds provided to Louise Crosslin by Sen. Stipe v;'ere use(_i by
Croéslin to purchase art at the auction, the factual record makes clear that Sen. Stipe’s
phyment to Louise Crosslin at the time of the éuction was one of a long series of
_payments to Crosslin by Sen. Stipe in connection with real estate ventures in which they
- Were partners.

7. At the very outset of this investigation, Sen. Stipe made clear to OGC that
his funds had been used by Charlene Spears to reimburse law firm staff for contributions
to Roberts. Spears has acknowledged using funds from Sen. Stipe to advance or
reimburse these contributions. There is not a shred of evidence cited by the General
Counsel after interviewing all of the staff involved as well as deposing Ms. Spears and
Sen. Stipe, that Sen. Stipe had any knowledge of these payments, at the time they were
made. . |

| For these reasons, the Commission should find no probable cause to believe thﬁt
Sen. Stipe or The Stipe Law Fum violated the Act, let alone that they did so knowihgly :
or willfully. The complaint should be dismissed and the file closed.
II. APPLICABLE LAW

Candidates for Congress may make unlimited expenditures from their “personal -

funds.” 11 C.F.R‘ §110.10(a); see OGC Brief at 3. The Commission’s rules define

“personal funds” to include:
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(1) “Any assets which, . . .at the time he or she became a candidate, the candidate
had legal right of access to or control over, and with respect to which the
candidate had either (i) Legal and rightful title, or (ii) An equitable interest;. .

2) ;‘Salary or other earned income from bona fide employment, . . and proceeds
from the sale of the candidate’s. . . investments;. . . gifts of a personal nature
which had been customarily received prior to candidacy; . . . .”

11 CFR.§1 10.10(b)(1).& 2).

When a candidate sells assets or renders services, and contributes or loans the
proceeds to his or her campaign, the issue in determining whether the funds received in
those transactions are “personal” is whether the sale wa§ a sale for fair value of assets
actually owned by the candidate, or whether the payment for services was bona fide.
That a candidate elects to engage in otherwise bona fide transactions during a campaign
so that he can use the funds to benefit his candidacy, does not make the funds other than
“personal” or their use illegal. For example, in MUR 4314, the Commission found no
reason to believe-that' a candidate had violated the Act when he caused a loan to his state
campaign to be repaid during his céméaign for federal office. Finding the loan itself to

be legitimate, the General Counsel stated that:

- The repayment appears accelerated or made specifically for the candidate to use
these funds for his federal campaign. Although this may give the appearance of

wrongful conduct, this appears not to be a violation of the federal election laws.
First General Counsel’s Report, MUR 4314, Oct. 15, 1996 at 7 (einphasis added).

Thus, the issue in the instant MUR, with respect to Senator Stipe, is whether from his

. standpoint the business transactions at issue were bona fide. It is irrelevant that these

transactions may have taken place during Roberts’ campaign, and that Sen. Stipe also

knew about and was involved in the campaign, notwithstanding the General Counsel’s
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repeated efforts to link Sen. Stipe’s involvement in the Roberts campaign to these

- ..

transactions.
With respect to funds provided as personal gifts, the Commission has found that
such funds may constitute part of a pattern of “gifts. . . customarily received” even where

the level of gifts increases in proximity to an election cycle. For example, in MUR 4353,

'?’; a mother had given regular cash gifts to her son, who became a caﬁdidate for Congress iﬁ
W : .
’E 1996. Her gifts in 1995 totaled $55,396, an increase of about $21,000 over amounts
é,;;; given in each of the two preceding years, and her gifts in 1996 amounfed to $62,100. The
“E mother generally gave lesser gift amounts to her two daughters than to her son, and the
,; : son, the candidate, admitted that gifts received by him from his mother just before the
E hotly contested primary in 1996 were needed because the campaign was consuming the

......_.-_...
ke

time he would otherwise have to devote to his business.

The General Counsel found that the mother “provided these questionable gifts to
her son during the heat of the 1996 primary race, when she likely would have béen
influenced by his campaign needs into giving soonér and in largér amounts than she
would have if he had not been a candidate.” Nevertheless, the Géneral Counsel
recommended that the Commission take no further action, “in light of Reépondents’

apparent confusion as to how the divestiture of [the mother’s] estate may be affected by

the Act and its regulations, thé small number of questionable checks in proportion to the
total amount written since 1990 and the curtailment of large and frequent gifting during
the ggneral election.” (MUR 4353, General Counsel’s Report, Sept. 23, 1997 at 14).
Here too, the Commission should take into account the lifelong pattern of support by Sen.

Stipe for Roberts, not only in evaluating those funds specifically provided-by Sen. Stipe

o WE g N 0
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to Roberts as personal gifts but also in assessing and putting into context the informal

manner in which they undertook business dealings with each other.

III. DISCUSSION

A. Background

1. Background on Sen. Stipe

Sen. Stipe is 75 years old. He has served in the Oklahoma Legislature for more
than 50 years (Deposition of Gene Stipe, Jan. 11-.12, 2001 (“Stipg Dep.”) at 8), continues
to serve in the Oklahoma Senate, and is the longest-serving elected official in the United
States, at any level. Sen. Stipe is also a précticing trial lawyer, and has been a partner in
his own law firm for more than 40 years. The Stipe Law Firm today has offices in four
cities in Oklahoma, including McAlester, Oklahoma City, Tulsa and Muskogee. (Id. at 9-
10). |

Apart from public service, the active practice of law and cOmmunity activities,
Sen. Stipe has been involved in numerous businéss ventures over the years. He has
participated in numerous real estate ventures and currently co-owns a construction
company, which was in existence in 1998. (Id. at 12-13). With Louise Crosslin and |
others, Sen. S;tipe has, through various companies, developed four hotels. and several
apartment complexes and other residential projects. (Id. at 18-20; Deposition of Charlene
Spears, Dec. 6-7, 2000 (“Spears Dep.”) at 55-57). Duriﬁg 1998, construction was
underway on a multiplex housing project in Pryor, Oklahoma, which Sen. Stipe

developed jointly with Louise Crosslin. (Spears Dep. at 56-57; Stipe Dep. at 19).
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Sen. Stipe has also owned a newspaper and convenience stores, and has for many
years co-owned, witfx his brother, four radio stations in McAlester, Oklahoma, stations
which they owned and operated during 1998. (Stipe Dep. at 31-32). With another
partner, Sen. Stipe has also, for about 25 years, owned and operated a number of abstract
and title insurance cbmpanies. (Id. at 33). Sen. Stipe also owns more than 500 oil and
gas properties. (Id. at 26). |

The nature of Sen. Stipe’s activities require him to be ébsent frequently from his
law office and to travel around the state a great deal. The legislative session in Oklahoma
City runs from February through May, and when the legislature is out of session, Sen. -
Stipe travels to Oklahoma City once or twice a week. (Spearé Dep. at 47-48).

Because of his schedule and the numerous political, business and community
activities in which he is involved, Sen. Stipe has necessarily been required to delegate
much of fhe day-to-day responsibility for running his business and finances. Charlene _
Spears, his assistant, essentially runs his oil and gas business, (Spears Dep. at 32, 84-89;
Stipe Dep. at 26-27), and writes and signs 100-200 checks per month on the Senator’s oil |
and gas account. (Spears Dep. at 89). Spears has signatory authority over all of Sen.
St-i1.)e’-s bank accounts .except_for. one personal account (id. at 94), makes deposits for h1m
(id. at 94-96) and also writes checks to pay bills for the real estate ventures Sen. Stipe has
undertaken with Crossiin. (1d. 107-08, 367, 369, 371; Stipe Dep. at 289-90). It is
common for Spears to write and sign checks from Sen. Stipe’s accounté without

discussing those expenditures with him. (Stipe Dep. at 290-91; Spears Dep. at 88).



) 4 ", .
i 3 k v .

]

12

_ 2. Relationship Between Sen. Stipe and Walt Roberts

As noted, the relationship between Sen. Stipe and Walf Roberts is relevant, not
only in evaluating the funds provided by Sen. Stipe expressly intended to be personal
gifts, but also in evaluating the mannef in which they conducted business with each other.

.Roberts has known Sen. Stipe for as long as Roberts can remember. (Deposition
of Walt Roberts, January 9-10, 2001 (“Roberts Dep.”) at 49-50). Roberts’ parents and
grandparents were supporters and friends of Sen. Stipe. (Id. at 49). Roberts did his first
volunteer campaign work for Sen. Stipe when Roberts was as young as seven or eight
years old. (Id.) Roberts testified that “Gene has always been inherently — been interested
in me for whatever reason. I feel fortunate in that because he’s always been my friend,
and he’s always had an interest.” (Id. at 52).

Roberts graduated from high school in 1980 and then attended Conner State
Junior College, where he obtained an .as.sociates degree in Criminal Justice in 1984. (Id.
at 21). During that time, Sen. Stipe arranged for Roberts to obtain a job vﬁth the local
sheriff’s office, and arranged for or provided funds for that job. (Id. at 52). Upon
graduatioﬁ in 1984, Roberts attended Oklahoma University briefly but dropped out
because of ariding accident. Se_n. Stipe provided Roberts with a job in Sen. Stipe’s
campaign during that fall. (Id. at 53). Sen. Stipe then took Roberts to visit with .a friend
of Sen. Stipe’s who was an advisor at Univérsity of Central Oklahoma and bersuaded the
advisor to enroll Roberts there. (Li.' at 54). Sen. Stipe paid fo.r Roberts’ tuition for at
least the first year at that school, and continued to provide Roberts with :cash for living
expenses while Roberts attended that school, where Roberts obtained his bachelor’s

degree in 1986. (Id. at 21, 23, 54-55).
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In 1985, Roberts attended a polygraph school, and Sen. Stipe hired him to do
polygraph examinations on employeés of convenience stores owned by Sen. Stipe.
(Roberts Dep. at 23; Stipe Dep. at 71).

With the encouragement of Sen. Stipe, Roberts ran for and was elected to the
Oklahoma State House of Representatives later in 1986. (Id. at 21, 23-24). During his
first term in the legislature, Roberts enrolled in law school at the Oklahoma City Law
School; Sen. Stipe paid his tuition for a full year of law school, but Roberts dropped ouf
after a few months. (Id. at 21; Stipe Dep. at 71). |

Roberts served three terms in the Oklahoma House and worked closely with Sen.
Stipe during that time. (Roberts Dep. at 27). At the end of his last term, in 1992, Roberts
decided not to run for re-election because his family, which was in the cattle business, '
had accumulated substantial debts. (Li. at 28-29). Roberts took a job with the Texas -
Cattlemen’s Association in San Antonio, Texas. (Id. at 29). Aftera year,' Roberts -leﬁ
that job and, while still in Texas, began creating bronze sculptures with cowboy-related
themes. (Id. at 37-39). Roberts then moved back to Oklahoma, continued to-sculpt, sold
just enough to cover his costs and otherwise supported himself as an auctionee;. (Id. at
38-42, 64).

In March 1997, Robefts wanted to purchase a building to use as an auction house,
and located an old electrical supply building. Roberté approached Sen. _Stipe, who agreed
to jointly acquire the property with Roberts and to co-sign a mortgage on the building in
the amount of $75, 361. (Stipe Dep.'at-71-72; R’oberts Dep. at 48; Stipe Answers to FEC
Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999, Question 4). In April 1997, in order to remodel the

building, so that it could be used as an auction barn, Roberts and Sen. Stipe jointly



w. s e,
o A
i o I 4

s e, .

B i--f“_:.i‘; ol CE -

ramaay,
g
Hasen

\

. 14 ' '

obtained a loan of $88,271.35, evidenced by a promissory note, which they jointly
signed, and which was secured by an additional first mortgage on the ﬁroperty. (Stipe
Answers to FEC Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999, Question 4).

In the fall of 1997, Roberts approached Stipe and discussed Robérts’ planto
undertake a serious career in making bronze Western-art sculptures. They agreed that
Sen. Stipe would support Roberts, by providing up to $35,000 a year for living expenses,
in exchange for Sen. Stipe acquiring a one-half interest in Roberts’ artworks. (Roberts
Dep. at 210-212; Stipe Dep. at 252). A written agreement memorializing that
understanding was drawn up by Michael Blessington, an atforney who represents Roberts
and also uses space at the Stipe Law Firm; the agreement was signed by Roberts and Sen.
Stipe in December 1997. (Roberts Dep. at 211-212; Stipe Dep. at 261-62).

Roberts decided to run for Congress some time in January of 1998, and filed his
Statement of Capdidacy on February 12, 1998. (OGC Brief at 6). While Sen. Stipe was
strongly supportive pf Robeﬁs’ candidacy, advised Roberts and participated in several
meetings and discussions, Sen. Stipe was not active day-to-dé.y in Roberts’ campaign.
(Stipe Dep. at 77-78, 94-97; Roberts Dep. at 178-79). In particular, Sen. Stipe took a
vacation in Ireland for approximately one month in fhe summer of 1998, in thé middle-of
the campaign. (Stipe Dep. at 78). |

B..  Sale of Horse Trailer to Jim E. Lane

According to the General Counsel’s Brief, Réberts has stated that $20,500 of a
$35,500 loan Roberts made to his campaign in April_ 1998 came from the s;ale of a horse
trailer by Roberts to Jim E. Lane. (OGC Brief at 10). A three-page attack on the

legitimacy of this sale in the General Counsel’s Brief does not even mention Sen. Stipe
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(1_d. at 10-12). The General Counsel claims that the sale may not have been legitimate—
i.e., that Lane paid Roberts more than fair market value for the trailer, in order to support
Roberts’ campaign. (Id. at 10-12). Regardless of the legitimacy of the sale, however,
Sen. Stipe had nothing to do with it.

Both Roberts and Lane testified that Sen. Stipe knew nothing about the sale of the

trailer. Roberts testified that:

bay ) )

ig Q. .. Did you ever talk to Senator Stipe about where he got the money?

i A.  Isure have not.

o Q. Did you know that the money came from Senator Stipe’s—

th A.  No, I did not know that. '

o Q.  --account? Well, you never talked to Senator Stipe about that?

" A. . Noldidn’t talk to Senator Stipe about it.

ke Q. Did Jimmy Lane ever tell you—

F"ﬁ A. In fact as far — if I knew —if Gene Stipe knew I sold Jimmy, Gene—Jlmmy
s told him because I never told Gene about it. I never said a word to Gene
o about what I sold. :

(Roberts Dep. at 303 (emphasis added)).
Lane testified that:
Q. What about Gene Stipe? Did he ever suggest that you purchase this
[trailer] or give this check —
A. No. Gene Stipe didn’t have anything to do with the trailer.

Q. He never suggested that you purchase this trailer or forgive money to Mr.
Roberts?

A. No, he did not.
(Deposition of Jim I-IE Lane, June 7, 2000 (“Lane Dep.”) at 116). Sen. Stipe confirmed
;hat he héd no idea that Lane had bought a trailer from Roberts and that he, Sen. Stipe,
had never discussed any such transaction with Lane or Roberts. (Stipe Dep. at 175, 177-
78).

The General Counsel claims that Sen. Stipe was the source of $20,000 of the

$20,500 that Lane gave to Roberts. (OGC Brief at 13). The General Counsel further
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claims that “Senator Stipe funneled $20,000 through Mr. Lane for the purpose of funding
Roberts campaign.” (Id. at 15). There is not a shred of credible evidénce to support that
charge. The facts are that the $20,000 payment at issue, from Sen. Stipe to Lane, was
part of a series of payments going back to June 1997, for purchase by Sen. Stipe of
Lane’s interest in a parcél- of land owned by a company, Bivco, Inc., which was jointly
owned by Sen. Stipe and Lane.

In 1973, Sen. Stipe, Lane and anotﬁer partner, Max Young, acquired the stock of
Bivco from four shareholders, including Lane. At that point, Bivco owned a number of
real and personal properties. See Stock Transfer Agreement attached as Exhibit 1 hereto.
Bivco continued to develop its properties over the next twenty-plus years, including the
Holiday Inn in Idabel, ,Oklahoma and several other motels or hotels. (Stipe Dep. at 18,
152-53). At some point, Lane bought out Young’s interest, leaving Lane and Stipe as the
sole stockholders. (Id. at 162-63). By the early 1990’s, Bivco had developed and
disposed of all of its assets, and the corporation was a'llowed to lapse. (Id. at 157). It was
discovered, however, that Bivco sti11 owned a parcel of land, on which taxes were owed.
At that point, Sen. Stipe had formed a construction company with two other partners, |
~ Larry Bernhardt and Todd Bernhardt. (Stipe Dep. at 17). Sen. Stipe decided that he did
ﬁot want to develop the land with Lane, but rather with ﬁis new company. The land was
apprafsed for $200,000 (Stipe Dep. at 160) and, in early 1997, Sen. Stipe agreed to pay
‘Lane personally $100,000 to buy out Lane’s one-half interest in the land through Bivco.
(Id. at 160-61, 170).

The land was transferred from Bivco to Sen. Stipe on June 11, 1997. See

Warranty Deed attached as Exhibit 2 hereto. It was agreed that the payments by Sen.
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-Stipe to Lane would be made in installments. A down payment of $20,000 was made by

Sen. Stipe to Lane on June 12, 1997, one day after the deed was recorded. See General

‘Ledger attached as Exhibit 3 hereto; Lane Dep. at 100.

. During 1998, Sen. Stipe conveyed the land to S&B Company, a partnership
between himself, Larry Bernhardt and Todd Bernhardt. S&B used the land to construct a
motel, which became a Microtel. (Stipe Dep. at 17-18, 155). Sen. Stipe continued to
make payments to Lane during 1998, and by the end of 1998 these payments totaled $68,

481. See Exhibit 3 hereto; OGC Brief at 14 & n. 14; Lane Dep. at 100.! At some point

- during construction, despite a clean environmental assessment that had been performed

when the land was acquired, the Army Corps of Engineers informed the contractor that
the land was partially located on protected wetlands. (Stipe Dep. at 155). At that point,

Sen. Stipe stopped paying Lane until the wetlands issue could be resolved. (Id. at 160-

161, 172; Lane Dep. at 101-02).

- The General Counsel herself acknowledges that the $20,000 payment was one of
a series of seven payments from Sen. Stipe to Lane going back to June 1997—long
before Roberts ever decided to run for Congress—and continuing through October 1998.

(OGC Brief at 14 & n. 14). Neverthéless, the General Counsel insists that the one

payment of $20,000 made in April 1998 must be plucked out 6f this series of payments,

and treated as an unlawful campaign contribution from Sen. Stipe, because Lane decided
to use that particular payment to buy a horse trailer from Roberts. That contention is

meritless.

! The General Ledger , Exhibit 3, referred to in OGC Brief at 13-14, shows a beginning balance owed by
Lane to Sen. Stipe of $16,000 as of January 1, 1997. See also OGC Brief at 15 n. 16. The ledger does not
show when this payment was made by Sen. Stipe to Lane or what it was for, and it appears to be unrelated
to the Bivco land sale.
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The General Counsel challenges the legitimacy of the land sale from Bivco to
Stipe oh several specious grounds. First, the General Counsel points out that there was
n§ sales contract for the purchase. (OGC Brief at 14). But Lane testified that it was
commonplace lfor him to undertake transactions of this nature without a written
agreement (Lane Dep. at 102), and it was clearly a common practice of Sen. Stipe as
well. More critically, there can be no dispute that the land was in fact conveyed by Bivco
to Sen. Stipe, as evidenced by the June 11, 1997 warranty deed.

Second, the General Counsel claims that there is no “credible explanation” for
why the payment was made by Sen. Stipe to Lane rather than to Bivco. (OGC Brief at
14-15). The fact is that Sen. Stipe and Lane were the sole stockholders of Bivco at that
point énd that Lane was relinquishing his one-half interest in the land, which he owned
through the corporation, in exchange for a payment to him personally of one-half the
value of the land. That the form of the transaction was a personal payment obviously
does not suddenly implicate a campaign finance problem in view of tﬁe fact that Stipe
was reéeiving_ fair value from Lane—as clearly evidenced by the Warranty Deed—in a
transaction that long predated Roberts’ candidacy.

Third, the General Counsel cites Lane’s supposedly contradictory testimony ablout
the timing of thé down payment. In fact, it was staff counsel’s questioning that was
confusing and misleading, and the OGC Brief is equally misleading. Contrary to what is

asserted in the OGC Brief at 15, Lane never testified that the April 1998 payment from

Sen. Stipe was the down payment. Hé testified as follows:

A. I was supposed to get a payment on thev land, almost this much, and I said,
if it came in, we would complete this deal on the trailer. Well, it came in.
Q. That was your down payment?

A. Yeah. Well, that was the second payment.
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_ (Lane Dep. at 97)(emp,hasis added).

Deeds were recorded before you actually got the down payment?
No. This is not the down payment. This is the second payment.
I thought you said down payment.

No. You said down payment.

Originally I thought you said it. I thought you said you were getting a
down payment. Okay. So what was the down payment? '
20,000.

When was the down payment received?

I’m thinking it was along about September, I believe.

September the previous year?

Of ’97.

So that would have been when the land would have been—

I believe that’s when it was done, yeah.

That’s when it would have been recorded the deed?

It should have been recorded at the same time.

o
POPOPOPRO»> LOLPOP»LO

(Lane Dep. at 99-100)(emphasis added). Thus, although Lane identified the wrong

an ?{_Jl e E“.

month as the date of the conveyance—September, rather than June, of 1997—he testified
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consistently that the down payment was received in 1997 when the land was conveyed,

and that the April 1998 payment was the second payment.

Finally, the General Counsél makes much of the fact that the seven payments
from Sen. Stipe to Lane for the conveyance of the land were incorrectly recorded on Sen.
Stipe’s books as loans from Sen. Stipe to Lane, and that the records were corrected in
1999, after this investigation had commenced. (OGC Brief at 14). The correction to the
records was appropriate since it is obvious that these were not loans to Lane. It makes no
sense, for example, to conclude that .thé payment made to Lane one day after the warranty

deed was recorded in June 1997 was anything but a payment in connection with the land

YU
LI

conveyance. That the information was originally incorrectly recorded on the books is
utterly irrelevant. Further, the “Adjusting Journal Entry” was clearly not, as the General

Counsel implies, some sort of effort to doctor the record in connection with this case.
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The adjustment is clearly dated as having been made in 1999, and the original ledger was.
prdvided to OGC before the adjustmeht was made.
In short, Sen. Stipe had nothing whatsoever to do with the sale of the trailer by

Roberts to Lane, and Sen. Stipe’s $20,000 payment to Lane in April 1998 was clearly

part of a legitimate business transaction, and not a disguised campaign contribution.

C. Purchase of Cattle By Sen. Stipe

The factual record regarding a purchase of cattle by Sen. Stibe in the summer of

11998 is confusing and contradictory, and for good reason. Walt Roberts has admitted that

he misappropriated funds provided by Sen. Stipe to him for this purchase, and concealed
that fact from Sen. Stipe at the time. To be sure, there is contradictory testimony about

what each other individual involved knew about Roberts’ misconduct and exactly

~ when—after the fact—each of those individuals discovered the truth. The factual record

makes clear, however, that from Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, he believed that he provided
funds to Roberts for the purchase of cattle; that the cattle were not satisfactory; that his
money was quickly refundéd; and that other cé.ttle were delivered that he retained, and for
which he paid. N
1.  Sen. Stipe’s Purchase of Cattle in 1998

The essential facts noQ known about the cattle sale have been established in the
coﬁrse of the investigation. Sen. Stipe owns a cattle ranch of between 5,000 and 6,000
acres, located near Scipio, Oklahoma. (Stipe Dep. at 63). Sen. Stipe has kept cattle on
the ranch when economic conditions warranted it, while keeping no cattle generaliy

during periods of drought and/or low prices. (Id. at 63-64). During the summer of 1998,
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_ substéntial grass had grown on the ranch, cattle prices were high, and Sen. Stipe decided

to acquire cattle for the ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 185; Roberts Dep. at 370).

Roberts had extensive experience in buying and selling livestock. His grandfather
was a cattle trader, and his parents were in the cattle business. (Roberts Dep. at 28-30,
42). Roberts had bought and raised cattle over the years, and had leased several ranches.
(Id. at 30-33). Roberts worked for the Texas Catt_lemen’s Association for about a year.
(1d. at 29, 35). Roberts had also worked himself as an “order buyer,” an individual who
assembles herds of particular types of cattle for customers by purchasing cattle at
livestock markets. (Roberts Dep. at 363-65).

During the summer of 1998, Sen. Stipe began to place orders with order buyers
for cattle. (Stipe Dep. at 194). Sen. Stipe’s regular order buyer was S.R. Phipps, who was |
unable to assemble the desired number of cattle quickly enough. (Id. at 194-95).
Believing that Robéﬂs had already put together a herd of cattle on his ranch, Sen. Stipe

approached Roberts to purchase approximately 70 to 80 head of cattle consisting of

- cow/calf pairs. (Robc_arts Dep. at 370; Stipe Dep. at 185-86). Roberts told Stipe the cattle

would cos_t between $65,000 and $70,000 dollars, and Sen. Stipe told Roberts to put
together the cattle on Sen. Stipe’s ranch (Robérts Dep. at 370). Roberts went to Charléne
Spears, who wrote Roberts a check for $67,500 on August 7, 1998. (Stipe Dep. Exhibit
16; Roberts Dep. at 370).

Unbeknownst to Sen. Stipe, Roberts had decided to place the order for the cattle,

- with an order buyer in Texas, Bryan Davis, but to put Sen. Stipe’s payment into the

Roberts campaign, as a personal loan, and to use those funds for a media buy just before

the primary election. (Roberts Dep. at 372-73). Roberts believed that if he won the
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primary, his campaign would receive a substantial number of new contributions, which

Roberts would then use to repay himself and then pay for the cattle when they arrived.

(Id. at 372-373). Roberts testified that, “I knew it was wrong to spend Gene’s money like

that and against his trust. I knew it was.” (Id. at 373). Roberts testified:

I cashed the check to put it in the auction account because I knew that I would end
up paying for the cattle, you know. Because at this point in time, I was not
intending to do that. Ididn’t go in and—number one, I didn’t solicit this entire
conversation with Gene about the cattle. He called me in and asked me about

buying the cattle. It was a honest, straight up deal on his part. He gave me the

money. I put it in the campaign account at that point in time. I—1I'm sorry, I put .
it in the -auction account at that point in time just to cash the check and have it
available in my auction account. . . .
(Roberts Dep. at 391-92 (emphasis added)).
The record is clear that Sen. Stipe did not know that Roberts had diverted the
$67,500 in' funds to Roberts’ campaign at the time that diversion took place. Sen. Stipe

testified that:

Q. So again, did you have an understanding of what Walt did with this
money— '

A I had no idea what he did with 1.

Q At the time?

A. I do now.

‘Mr. Frasier: You’re talking about the initial payment counsel?

Mr. McDonnell: Yes, the $67,500.

A. Yeah.

Q. Do you know that he used it on a media purchase for $67,500?
A. I do now. Idonow. Idid not at the time. '

(Stipe Dep. at 201-02). Roberts testified that:

Q. And Gene Stipe was aware of you filming the first ad?
A Yes, but I can tell you this, he didn’t know about me spending that

$67.500 in this campaign. He hadn’t the slightest idea. and I didn’t tell

him.

(Roberts Dep. at 378-79(emphasis added)).
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Some days after the $67,500 payment was made and diverted by Roberts, Roberts
was informed by the order buyer he had contacted, Bryan Da?is, that the cattle were
enroute. (Robens Dep. at 373). At that point Roberts-- who had not won the primary
eutright, had few new contributions, and had already spent the $67,500 given to h.im for
the cattle-- went to Charlene Spears and admitted the misappropriation. (Id. at 373;7f1).
On August 27, 1998, Spears then prepared two cashier’s checks to pay for the cattle—one
in the amount of $40,900 and the other jn the amount of $20,000. (OGC Brief at 18;
Roberts Dep. at 374-75). The cattle were delivered to Walt Roberts’ ranch, and the two
cashier’s checks were given to the truck driver. (Roberts Dep; at 374, 381, 416).

Presuinably the truck drivers delivered the checks to Bryan Davis, the order
buyer, who delivered them to the two ultimate sellers. One lot of cattle, consisting of 63
head of mixed breed cattle, was purchased from Charles Dooley for $40,900. (OGC Brief
at 18 n. 18; Sales slip produced by Dooley to OGC).” The other lot consisted of 20
lopghom cattle, purchased from Jim Currie, a Texas cattle dealer who is president of the
Texas Lenghom Association. (Roberts Dep. at 382).

At the request of Sen. Stipe, who believed the cattle Roberts sold had beeﬁ on
Roberts’ ranch to begin with (Stipe Dep. at 185-86), Lane went to inspect-the cattle thet
had Been delivered to Roberts’ ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 198; Lane Dep. at 117, 119). Lane
evidently saw the longhom cattle, and, even though the longhorns constituted only part of
the cattle herd, Lane told Stipe that the herd delivered consisted of longhorns. (Lane
Dep. at 117-19; Stipe Dep. at 198-99; Roberts Dep. at 382-83). Lane testified that, “I’m

sure he [Stipe] didn’t know what kind of cattle they were because he was surprised when

? The information on the ultimate purchasers was provided by respondents’ counsel to OGC. Apparently
OGC contacted Mr. Dooley but did not contact Mr. Currie.
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I said they were longhorns. He said, ‘I don’t want any longhorns.”” (Lane Dep. at 119-
20).

Although the record is confusing and contradictory about which lot of cattle
moved from where, it is undisputed that the longhoms ultimately remained on Roberts’
ranch and that the other cattle were put on Sen. Stipe’s ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 199-201;
Robeﬁs Dep. at 383-84, 393-95). Sen. Stipe ﬂemanded his money back (Stipe
Interrogatory Answers, Dec. 7, 1999 at 4 ) and Roberts refunded the $67,500 to Sen.
Stipe on September 23, 1998. (Id.; Stipe Dep. at 192). Roberts has admitted that he
obtained the money to repay Sen. Stipe from the art auction held on September 1-1, 1998.
(Roberts Dep. at 387). .

Sen. Sfipe ‘went out to his ranch at some later point and saw the c;attle that had
been sent there from the shipment, which were the mixed breed cattle (non-longhorn)
that were satisfactory to him. (Stipe Dep. at 187). Sen. Stipe at that time assumed that

the cattle he saw on his own ranch were part of a shipment from another order buyer, not

from Roberts: “I thought all of the Roberts’ cattle, I didn’t think, they had ever been
delivered. And the cattle that I saw, I didn’t identify as having anything to do with the

Roberts’ deal.” (Stipe Dep. at 221-22).

2.  Sen. Stipe’s Statement and Testimony

It is clear that Sen. Stipe was confused, during his deposition, about exactly when

he discovered that Roberts had misappropriated Sen. Stipe’s $67,500 payment for the
campaign. He testified consistently that, at the time the $67,500 payment was made to-
Roberts on August 7, Sen. Stipe did not know that Roberts had put the funds into his

campaign, and that Charlene “told me about it aﬁer the fact, yes, sir.” (Stipe Dep. at 208).
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Sen. Stipe also testified that he did not know the exact date when he found out
about the diversion of his $67,500 payment. (Id. at 190, 193). He testified at several
points that he believed he found out about the misappropriation a few days after the cattle
were deliveréd, on or about August 27, or at about the time the repayment was made,
which was September 23. (Id. at 191-92, 225-26).

In his answers to the Commission’s interrogatories submitted on December 7,
1999, Sen. Stipe stated that he had rescinded the purchase from Roberts and asked for his
money back because he believed the herd delivered consisted of longhorn cattle. It is
clear that, at that point, Sen. Stipe himself did not know that Roberts had actually
purchased other cattle that had been delivered to Sen. Stipe’s ranch, with the additional
$60,900 in cashier’s checks issued by Spears. Sen. Stipe testified at his deposition in
January 2001 that Roberts “hasn’t told me that until fairly recently. . . . several months
ago.” (Stipe Dep. at 223). Sen. Stipe testified that:

- Q. Did you know when you filed this—when you filed this swomn
statement in December of 1997
No, I didn’t.
You did not know that was — or the cattle was purchased separately
by Charlene on August 27", 1998?
I didn’t understand it that way at the time.
What was your understanding at that time?

1 thought that the cattle were rejected because they had longhorns
in them. I didn’t know that Walt had not had any.

>OP O

Sen. Stipe further testified that:

At the time that I gave the answer to the interrogatories, I was not aware
that there weren’t any cattle out at the Roberts’ place. I was under the -
impression that the cattle had been inspected and rejected because there
were longhoms in them. . . But in any event I didn’t find out that there
wasn’t any cattle out there until just fairly recently when Mr. Walt Roberts
told me there wasn’t.

(Id. at 225). See also Stipe Dep. at 350.
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It seems clear that, during his deposition, Sen. Stipe telescoped‘in-his mind what
he knew in 1998 and what he had found out during 2000, in the coursé of the
investigation. Having discovered in the last year the true nature bf the transaction, Sen.
Stipe obviously had difficulty, during his deposition, sorting out what he knew in 1998
from what he knew at the time of the deposition.

What is clear and uncontradicted, however, is that Sen. Stipe did not know at the
time he authorized the $67,500 payment to Roberts, on September 7, 1998, that Roberts
misappropriated the funds and put those funds into his campaign. Sen. Stipe provided the
funds to Roberts to purc_hase cattle and demanded that the sale be rescinded when he,
Sen. Stipe, was informed that the cattle delivered were longhorns. Roberts refunded the
$67,500. At some latﬁ; point, Sen. Stipe wés informed of the misappropriation.

3. | Purpose of the $67.500 Payment

The General Counsel contends that the $67,500 payment was made by Sen. Stipe,
from the outset, in order to fund Roberts’ media buy, and that the actual cattle purchase
made on or about August 27 for $60,900, was arranged after the fact to cover this scheme
after questions were raised in the press. (OGC Briéf at 19). First, the General Counsel
points out that Sen. Stipe was aware in early August that Roberts was planning to run |
new commercials and was aware that money was needed for that purpdsc, citing an
August 14, 1998 memo listing advertising that had been placed beginning on August 11.
(Id. at 19-20). That memo was dated August 14, a week after the $67,500 check was
issued, so Sen. Stipe could not have known ab.out it on August 7. -In any event, there is
no doubt that Sen. Stipe was supporting and advising the Roberts campaign and generally

aware of the campaign’s activity.
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The record is also clear, however, as discussed above, that Sen. Stipe was not
told, and was not aware at the time, that Roberts used the $67,500 for his campaign. All
of the witnesses testified to that fact, consistently. And the record is also clear that Sen.
Stipe was in fact in the process of purchasing cattle at that time, frorﬁ order buyers other
than Roberts, and in fact receivéd and paid for cattle from other order buyers during the
fall of 1998. See, e.g., Stipe Cattle Ledger, attached hereto as Exhibit 4, entry of
10/22/99 (paﬂent to Sherill Livestock); Stipe Dep. at 194, 221. It is undisputed that
Roberts was an experienced livestock buyer and it makes sense that Sen. Stipe would

“turn to Roberts for assistance in aéquiring additional cattle. That Sen. Stipe was
. generally aware of the Roberts’ campaign need for money does not establish that the true
purpose of the $67,500 paymerit was anything but the pﬁrchase of cattle.

| Second, the General Counsel argues that Sen. Stipe in fact knew about the
$60,900 payment to Roberts at the time it was made, even though both Roberts and Sen. -
Stipe consistently testified that Sen. Stipe did not know about that payment until after the |
fact. Although the cashier’s checks are issued to and signed by Sen. Stipe, Roberts
testified that he obtained the checks from Spears without telling Sen. Stipe. (Roberts Dep.
at 374, 379). Sen. Stipe testified that he “didn’t make out the check” and that Spears |
“had general authority to write checks and transact the business in my name,” (Stipe Dep.
at 207) and that she “told me about it after the fact, yes, sir.” (id. at 208). The signatufes
on the backs of the cashier’s checks may resemble Sen. Stipe’s actual signature, but, in .
any event, it is clear that Spears routinely signs his name to checks and other documents.
In short, there is no credible evidence that Sen. Stipe knew of the $60,900 in cashier’s

checks at the time they were issued.
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-Finally, the General Counsel highlights the contradictory testimony, discussed
above, concerning exactly when Sen. Stipe knew about Roberts’ misappropriation and
the issuance of the $60,900 in replacement funds—some weeks after the event,
September 23,versus some time after that or the last year. As discussed above, Sen. Stipe
was clear that he did_not about the misappropriation at the time, and his confusion about
exactly when he found out is understandable given the course of events. That
understandable confusion does not alter the fact, which has not been disputed by any
witness, that Sen. S_tipe’s purpose in making the payment to Roberts on August 7 was for

the purchase of cattle—not to put funds into Roberts’ campaign.

D. Alleged Contributions by Stipe Law Firm

1. - $17.000 Payment to Walt Roberts for Services

On August 17, 1998, Sen. Stipe wrote a éheck for $17,000 on the Stipe Law Firm
account, to Roberts. (OGC Brief at 23). Sen. Stipe testified thaf: |

He [Roberts] had told me that we still owed him some money, we hadn’t paid him

in full for some work he had done, and he wanted the $17,000. He said we didn’t

owe him that much, but he would do some additional work for it, and I wrote him

the check for the $17,000.
(Stipe Dep. at 227). The work done in the past by Roberts for the law firm consisted of
radio commercials for the firm, some of which were promotions of the law firm by
Roberts on his own radio show, of which the law firm ha_d been a sponsor, and some of
which were recorded commercials. (Stipe Dep. at 228; Roberts Dep. at 231-34).

Both Sen. Stipe and Roberts acknoWledged that, while Roberts had not previously
demanded payment for this work and no records had been kept, the work that had already

been performed was probably not worth the $17,000 Roberts was requesting. (Roberts

Dep. at 234; Stipe Dep. at 227, 231). Both Sen. Stipe and Roberts testified, however, that
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Roberts then agreed to perform additional services in the future, to make up the
difference. (Stipe Dep. at 227-28; Roberts Dep. at 234).. querts admitted that he asked
for the money at this particular time because he needed it in his campaign. (Roberts Dep.
at 229-31). Both Sen. Stipe and Roberts, however, testified that Roberts never mentioned
to Sen. Stipe at the time that he, Roberts, needed the money for his ca'mpaigh or intended
to use these funds in his campaign. Sen. Stipe stated that:

Q. He [Roberts] didn’t mention to you that he needed the money for his

campaign?

A. No, sir, it wasn’t discussed.

(Stipe Dep. at 234). Robeﬁs testified that, in his discussions with Sen. Stipe about the
$17,000, “I never mentioned the campaign.” (Roberts Dep. -at 234).

Sen. Stipe may well have been aware that Roberts needed money in his campaign
at that time. Further, it is undisputed that Roberts has not performed the prorﬁised |
additional services.

The record is clear, however, that from Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, the casual
agreement at the time to pay Roberts for work he had already accomplished, and to allow
him to perform future services to make up the difference, was a legitimate transaction for
fair consideration to the law firm. The informal verbal nature of the agreement was
consistent with the pattern of Sen. Stipe’s and Roberts’ dealings, long predating the
campaign. At the time Roberts requested the $17,000, Sen. Stipe did not know that.

Roberts would not fulfill his end 6f the bargain and would in fact fail to furnish the

“ additional services promised. In short, Sen. Stipe believed this to be, and intended it to

be, a legitimate business transaction between Roberts and The Stipe Law Firm.
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.2, Use of Law Firm by Campaign

The General Counsel alleges that the Roberts campaign “used the facilities of the
Stipe Law Firm” for a two-and-a-half month period, resulting in an additional in-kind
contribution in excess of the Act’s limits. (OGC Brief at 42). The General Counsel
asserts that the from “the campaign’s inception in February until the campaign opened its
own campaign office in April, the Stipe law office in McAlester served as the campaign
headquarters” and that the law firm’s “fax machine, copy machines, computer and video
equipment were used during the campaign.” (Id. at 6). These assertions are not
supported by a single citation to the record of this investigation, and with good reason.
~ Those assertions have no foundation whatsoever in the evidence.

While the campaign made occasional use of the law firm’s conference rooms and
telephones, and several documents were faxed to Sen. Stipe or Spears at the firm, there is
no evidence that the use of the firm’s faci]ities by Sen. Stipe and Spears—who were
unpaid volunteers for the campaign, at most—was anything more thah occasional,
isolated or incidental. 11 C.F.R. §114.9(a). There is no indication anywhe_:re in the
record that any employee’s volunteer activities for the campaign interfefed with the
employee’s completion of his or her normal work. The General Counsel does not asseﬁ
otherwise.

Sen. Stipe specifically denied that campaign staff used the firm’s offices for any
extended period (Stipe Dep. at 100). Spears confirmed that Roberts himself did not
spend any extended period of time doing campaign work at the law fiﬁn. (Spears Dep. at

195). Anne Prather, who managed the campaign headquarters and prepared FEC reports,

testified that she never saw anyone from the campaign at the Stipe- Law Firm.
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(Deposition of Anne Prather, June 8, 2000 (“Prather Dep.”) at 78). Deanna Coxsey, a

law firm employee who volunteered to deposit contributions and issue checks for the

campaign, kept the campaign checkbook in her home and did her campaign work at

campaign headquarters, at Roberts’ home, or at her home--not at the law firm.
(Deposition of Deanna Coxsey, June 8, 2000, at 38-41, 63; Roberts Dep. at 183; Spears
Dep. at 193). |

Thus, the record does not support the General Counsel’s éssertion that the
campaign’s occasional use of -Stipe Law Firm resources constituted an unlawful in-kind
contribution to the campaign.

E. Option Agreement for Interest in Roberts’ Art

As noted above, prior 6 the time Roberts decided to run for Congress, he entered
into an égreement with Sen. Stipe under which Sen. Stipe would finance Roberts’ artistic
endeavors, in exchange for a Qﬁe-half interest in art thereafter created by Roberts.
Roberts timed the first two payments called for by this agreement so that he could use the
f:unds in his campaign, a decision that was perfectly lawful provided that the agreement
itself was legitimate and bona fide. Sﬁ MUR 4314, First General Counsel’s Repoi't,
supra, at 7 (timing a payment legitimately dug to candidate to benefit the candidate’s |
federal campaign does not violate the Act). The record shows that the option agreement
rp}ating to Robert’s art was in fact legitimate and bona fide.

1. Entry Into and Implementation of the Agreement

As noted above, while Roberts was in Texas after he left his job with the Texas

Cattlemen’s Association, he began to create bronze sculptures with Western themes.

(Roberts Dep. at 37). This work involves creating a clay cast, and then paying a foundry
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to cast the sculpture in bronze. Roberts’ first piece was called “After the Work Is Done,”

‘a bronze sculpture of a cowboy resting after a days’ work, which was shown to

' Commission counsel. (Id.). Roberts sold a number of copies of that sculpture. (Id.).

When Roberts returned to Oklahoma, in 1993, he continued to sculpt, and sold enough to
pay his expensés, selling the sculptures to friends and acquaintances. (Id. at 40-41). In
1993, Rbberts‘ was commissioned to create a sculpture of a champion racehorse, named
“First Down Dash.” (Id. at 57-50). The sculpture was featured in- a cover story in
Speedhorse Magazine in 1594, and was élso featured in Western Horseman magazine in
June of that year. (Id. at 57; see Exhibit 5 hereto). Several copies of that sculpture were
sold in 1994 or 1995. (Id. at 61-62).

In October of 1997, Roberts approached Sen. Stipe, fold Sen. Stipe about his
intent to pursue art seriously as a career and asked Sen. Stipe to conside; financing his
career by paying the expenses for the artwork and Roberts’ living expen.ses. (Roberts

Dep.. at 210-211, 215; Stipe Dep. at 252). Roberts told Sen. Stipe he needed about

'$35,000 a year for this purpose. (Roberts Dep. at 211). Sen. Stipe told Roberts that he,

Sen. Stipe, would have Michael Blessington draw up a written agreement. (Id. at 211-
212). Blessington is a lawyer who is a mutual acquaintance of Sen. Stipe and Roberts,

who represents Roberts and who uses office space at the Stipe Law Firm. (Spears Dep. at

61, Stipe Dep. at 263). (The agreement is Exhibit 23 to the Stipe Deposition).

In December, 1997, Roberts was visiting Sen. Stipe in his office; Sen. Stipe
showed Roberts the written agreement and had Roberts sign it. (Roberts Dep. at 212).I
The written agreement called for payment of $1,000 for Sen. Stipe to exercise his option

to acquire a one-half interest in Roberts’ art for a period of ten years. Sen. Stipe provided
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the option payment of $1,000 to Roberts, at that ineeting, in cash. (Roberts Dep. at 212;

Stipe Dep. at 257). The agreement calls for Sen. Stipe to pay a minimum of $35,000 a
year to Roberts for ten years, in exchange for acquiring a one-half interest in Roberts’
artwork.

In mid-August of 1998, when Roberts found himself in a run-off, Roberts
approached Sen. Stipe and asked him for the two years’ payments, of $35,000 each that
were due under the option agreement, for the years 1997 and 1998. (Roberts Dep. at 213,
410-11). Sen. Stipe agreed to make those payments and had a check issued to Roberts on
August 19, 1998, for $70,000. (Roberts Dep. at 214; Stipe Dep. at 235, 238). Roberts
admitted that he asked for the payment at that particular time because he needed the
money for his campaign. (Rob’erts Dep. at 410-11; OGC Brief at 29-30).

Roberts and Sen. Stipe both testified, however, that Roberts did not tell Sen. Stipe
that he, Roberts, intended to use any of this payment for the campaign. Roberts testified
that:

[H]e didn’t ask me if it was for the campaign and I didn’t say anything. I just

said, I need money. And I need 70, OOO bucks under the art option that you and I

agreed upon. .

So, you re sure you didn’t say it was for any campaign purchase?
I did not tell him it was for the campaign. :
He didn’t have any discussions that you needed it for the campaign?
No.

He didn’t ask you was this for the campaign?
He did not ask me.

PROP>RO >R

(Roberts Dep. at 214). Sen. Stipe testified that:

o

Okay. When you had a discussion with Walt Roberts about this $70,000
check, did he tell you what he wanted the money for? ' ‘
A. No, he didn’t.
Q. Okay. This was on the 19" of—
A.

Mainly because I owed it to him on the option agreement.
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All right. Did he say what he was going to use it for?

Q.

A. He did not. -

Q. Okay. Did you know that he used it to purchase a campaign media buy
and— _ '

A. No, I didn’t.

(Stipe Dep. at 238; see also Stipe Dep. at 239-40).

Sen. Stipe continued to make payments under the option agreement in 1999 and

2000, making certain payments to a bronze foundry company, Heritage Bronze, from

!'Ei ' April through August 1.999 (Stipe Interrogatory Answers, Dec. 7, 1999, question 3; -

:; Rbberts Dep. at 574),l and paying some of Roberts’ living expenses, at a total level of

5;;_ about $35,000 a year. (querts Dep. at 571, 573; Stipe Dep. at 269). Although the

*: General Counsel suggests that substantially more fhan those sums were paid to Roberts in
i" 1999 and 2000 (OGC Bﬁef at 32), the figures cited by the General Counsel include funds
'Ei related to paymeﬁts due on loans secured by the auction house jointly owned by Sen.

Stipe and Roberts. (OGC Brief at 32 n. 31).

2. Legitimacy of Option Agreement

The General Counsel challenges the legitimacy of the option agreementAon :
several grounds. First, the General Counsel suggests that there are no documents to
substantiate when the contract was created or when the option was exercised, noting that
the Dec. 12, 1997 date on the agreement “appears to be different hand-writing.” (OGC
Brief at 27). OGC suggests that the option contract was created in August 1998, or even
later, and backdated to December 1997 in order to creﬁte a cover fof what was, in the
General Counsel’s view, intended as campaign contribution. (E at 30).

of coursé, most contracts are not notarized and there is rarely any other

documentation to substantiate when a contract was entered other than the date written on

F o3
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the contract itself. In any event, both Roberts and Sen. Stipe testified that they clearly
remember signing the document in December 1997.. Roberts testified that:

And what was the date that you believe you signed this?
It was in December — it was around — I guess it was that day. I don’t
know.
What day?
- I guess it was the 12" day of December. I don’t know.
What year was it in? '
'97.
Okay. You’re sure of that?
~ Yeah. Yeah, ] remember it was in *97.

FPOPROPLO >0

(Roberts Dep. at 445-46). Sen. Stipe testified that:

Q. Okay. Going to the last page where you signed it, your name on here,
when did you sign your,name to this agreement?

I don’t remember exactly.

Was it in 1997, you believe?

Oh, yes, I know it was. I think it—I think I signed it — I signed it the day
he presented it to me, whatever day that was.

>0 >

(Stipe Dep. at 261-62). The attorney who drew up thgé document, Michael Blessington,
has told the Commission in an interview that the docﬁment was signed in December
1997. Further, if the contract was created merely to disgﬁise a campaign contribution
madé in 1998, there would be no reason whatsoever for Sen. Stipe to continue making
payments under the agreement in 1999 and 2000. _In short, there is not a shred of actual
evidence in the record to support the General Counsel’s very serious accusation.that the
document was created after the fact and backdated.

Second, the General Counsel argues that Sen. Stipe has not received any proceeds '
from the sale of Roberts’ artwork since the option agreement was entered. (OGC Brief at
28). At the same time, the General Counsel acknowledges that Roberts has pot sold any
artwork, since the end of 1997, other than the sales at the art auction. “In response to the

Commission’s Subpoena for all documents related to art sold from 1996 through 2000,
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Mr. Roberts did not produce any documents disclosing any sales had occurred (other than
those related to the art auction and the checks from Lane and Smart.” (OGC Brief at 35 n.
35 (emphasis added).

With respect to the proceeds of the September 1998 art auction, both Sen. Stipe

and Roberts testified that they had a dispute about whether the option agreement covered

the art pieces sold at that auction. Clearly Roberts did not create any new pieces of art in

1998, betweer the signing of the agreement in mid-December 1997 and the -time:of the

art auction in September 1998. Thus, the pieces sold at the art auction were copies of

~ pieces created in 1997 or earlier. (Stipe Dep. at 2555 Roberts told Sen. Stipe “all of it was

created before the art auction™). Sen. Stipe interpreted the agreement to include all art

pieces sold after the effective date of the agreement, regérdless of when they were

_ created. (Stipe Dep. at 253-54). Roberts, on the other hand, believed that “any future

works that I did, anything that I had created after that would be—he would be—he would
have fan] interest in.” (Roberts Dep. at 222). “My understanding is that it’s for future
castings after that agreement of what I did.” (Id.). Thus, Roberts believes that he does
notl owe anything to Sen. Stipe under the agreement so far, while Sen. Stipe believes that
money is in fact owed from the sales of art at the Se;)tembef 1998. art auction. (Stipe
Dep. at 253-55).

The General Counsel casts the doubt on this existence of _this dispute, arguing that
Sen. Stipe has taken no action to pursue his legal rights “although Roberts failed to live
up to the terms of the document.” (OGC Brief at 29). Whether Roberts has in fact failed
to live up to the terms of the docur'nent,.of course, depends on whose interpretation of the

agreement is correct. The fact that Sen. Stipe has not threatened or filed suit against
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Roberts, but has let the dispute linger (id.), is hardly surprising given the long-term
relationship of friendship, mentoring and support between the two men. Lifelong friends
do not instantly sue each other when a dispute arises between them.

Third, the General Counsel argues that no written notice of the exercise of the
option was given, even though the agreement calls for the option to be exercised in
writing, and that there is no documentatio_n ;o substantiate the $1,000 payment made for
- the exercise of the option. (OGC Brief at 28). Again, the lack of compliance with legal
formalities is consistent with the nature of the relationship between Sen. Stipe and
Roberts, loﬁg predating Roberts’ campaign. And both Sen. Stipe and Roberts testified,
without contradiction anywhere in the record, that Sen. Stipe made the $1,000 payment

for exercise of the option, in cash, when the agreement was signed. (Stipe Dep. at 257,
Roberts Dep. at 212 (“he give me $1,000 cash right then™)).

Fourth, the General Counsel argues that Michael Blessington, the attorney who
wrote the document, has been unable to produce documentation relatihg to these legal
services, such as a record of payment received or a client file. | At the same time, the
General Counsel acknowledges that Blessington represents Roberts, and also uses space

at the Stipe Law Firm. (OGC Brief at 27-28). It is hardly significant that there is no
documentation of a piece of casual legal work obviously done by an attorney as a favor to
two friends and business acquaintanc_:es.

Fifth, the General Counsel notes that, although the agreement states that payments
made by Sen. Stipe pursuant to the agreement are to be tax-deductible, there is no
indication that Sen. Stipe deducted any of the $70,000 payment. (OGC Brief at 28).

What the General Counsel fails to meﬁtion,' however, is that while that payment might
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form part of Sen. Stipe’s basis in his interest in the art for purposes of determining capital
gains when the artwork is sold, he would be required to capitalize that .payment—not take
any deduction when the payment is made. Internal Revenue Code, §§263A(a)(1)(B),
1221 (tangible personal property held .b'y taxpayer for ultimate resale including artwork
other than artwork created by the taxpayer). As Sen. Stipe noted during his deposition,
any reference in the agreement to tax dedﬁctibility would not of course control his legal
ability to take deductions: “I don’t think whatevér the agreement provides about taxes
would have any bearing on how the taxes are handled. . . . I think the IRS regs would

- govern that.” (Stipe Dep. at 258).

In sum, from Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, he made an investment in Roberts’ future art
career before Roberts had decided to run for Congress.l The _$7Q,000 payment was due
under fhat agreement. In 1998 Roberts timed his receipt of that payment to benefit his
éampaign, a decision which is not a violation of the Act, even by Roberts and certainly
not by Sen. Stipe. Sen. Stipe has continued to make payments called for by the

“agreement, and expects to bé paid at least when new piéces are created and sold, if not
also for amounts he believes are already due. (Stipe Dep. at 258)  The General Counsel
has not established that the payment was a disguised campaign contribution to Roberti -

F. i’ayment of Personal Expenses in 1998

In his first response.tp the Commission’s interrogatories, Sen. Stipe disclosed that
he had paid personal expenses of Roberts during 1998 as part of the lifelong pattern of |
suppon for Roberts. (Stipe Answers to Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999). During the
investigation, Sen. Stipe produced documents showing that he paid personal expenses for

Roberts during 1998 in an amount totaling $37,070. (OGC Brief at 31).
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The General Counsel claims that “Stipe paid Roberts’ personal expenses in an
effort to allow him to subsidiie his campaign.” (OGC Brief at 33). The General Counsel
cites no evidence however—and there is none—that Roberts ever used any of these funds
in his congressional campaign.

Further, contrary to the assertions of the General Counsel, both Sen. Stipe and
Roberts made clear that the payment of personal expenses during 1998 were gifts, while
payments to Roberts and payments of his expenses in 1999 and 2000, including payments
to Heritage Bronze for casting costs, were made pursuant to the art agreement. In his
answers to the Commission’s Int'errogaton'es,_ Sen. Stipe stated that his payment of
personal expenses for Roberts in 1998, totaling $16,771 (revised to $37,070) was in
addition to the payments made under the art agfeement for 1997 and 1998, totaling
$70,000. (Stipe Interrogatory Answers, Dec. 3, 1999). Sen. Stipe made clear during his
deposition that the payments made in 1999 and 2000, totaling approximately $35,000 a
year, were made pursuant to the art agreement. (Stipe Dep. at 269). Similarly, Roberts
explained that the payments made in 1999 and 2000, including the Heritag;e Bronze
payments, were “part of the—that’s the option, the art, is the reason he give me 3,500
bucks a month. Actually it comes out a little more than $35,000 a year..” (Roberts Deia.
at 571). Roberts also confirmed that “anything that Gene Sﬁpe paid to Heritage Bronze
in *99 was pursuant to our art—to the art option.” (Id. at 574). Thus, it is not the case, as
the General Counsel suggests, that Roberts and Sen. Stipe' have offered any “conflicting
claims regarding -the purpose or basis of the 1998 payments.” (OGC Brief at 32-33).

The General Counsel further hints that it was somehow improper for Sen. Stipe to

continue to make payments under the art agreement in 1999 and 2000, because those
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payments were made “while this investigzition was pending,” and in the case of the
largest of those p;ayments, “after notice of the reason to believe findings in this matter
were received.” E(OGC Brief at 32). Needless to say, had Sen. Stipe ceased making
payment due uaner the art agreement for years subsequent to 1998, the General Counsel
would haQe seize?:d on that fact as evidence that the art agreement was not a legitimate
investment trans%wtion by Sen. Stipe.-

In sum, tfle General Counsel has simply failed to establish that any of the
|
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payments of Rob!erts’ personal expenses made by Sen. Stipe in 1998 were used by

Roberts in any wjay to support his congressional campaign, or that those payments were

I
other than personal gifts continuing a longstanding pattern of personal support by Sen.

ol .:'i"fi.i" !l-j ﬂ:-':ll

Stipe for Robeﬂé.

G. Afrt Auction

Roberts l%leld an auction of his art pieces on Septerhber 11, 1998. The proceeds of
the auction totaléd $148,175, according to the General Counsel. (OGC Brief at 33). Itis
undisputed that Roberts used $67,500 of the proceeds to refund to Sen. Stipe the August
7, 1998 payment of $67,500 made by Sen. Stipe to Roberts for the purchase of cattle.
The General Counsel claims that Roberts also used $10,000 of the proceeds for a loan fo
his campaign on September 22, 1998. (Id. at 34). |

The General Counsel’s theory is that the auction was not undertaken in the
ordinary course of business, but was a means for friends of Roberts-to make disguised,
unlawful contributions to Roberts’ campaign through the purchase of art pieces. (Id. at
34-35). Itis difﬁqult to understand why, if the entire auction was a means to obtain

disguised illegal campaign contributions, Roberts would go to the trouble of arranging an
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art auction to raise $148,175 so that he could put only $10,000 of those funds in his

~ campaign. To be sure, Roberts’ principal motivation for holding the auction was to raise

funds to repay Sen. Stipe the $67,500.cattlle payment:-Roberts had misappropriated for the

~ campaign. (Id. at 33; Roberts Dep. at 494). But the General Counsel is also claiming that

Sen. Stipe intended fo donate that $67,500 to Roberts’ campaign in the first place, and the
same $67,500 surely cannot be counted twice as an uhlawﬁ;l contribﬁtion.

In any event, whatever the legitimacy of the auction, the record makes clear Sen.
Stipe had no role in it whafsoever. At l'east four witnesses confirmed that Sen. Stipe di&
not attend the auction, was not told about it in advance and was not involyed in it in any
way. (Roberts Dep. at 4.98—99; Stipe Dep: at 282; Spears Dep. at 343-44; Deposition of
Larry Oliver, June 6, 2000 (“Oliver Sep.”) at 64; Deposition of Louise Crosslin, June 5,
2000 (“Crosslin Dep.”) at 62-63). Obviously, having not attended, Sen. Stipe did not
purchase any art pieces at the auction.

. Nevertheless, tﬁe General Counsel contends that a purchase by Louise Crosslin of
several pieces of sculptu_ré for $35,250 was secretly funded by Sen. Stipe because '
Crosslin received $45,250, payable to Greenwood Estates, from an account of Sen. Stipe
on the day of the auction. (OGC Brief at 35). In fact, Sen. Stipe and Crosslin have
jointly developed a series of real estate projects over the course of approximately 30
years, and the $45,250 check Was one of a series of payments made by Sen. Stipe to
Crosslin to pay for Sen. Stipe’s share of expenses for a housing project in Pryor,
Oklahoma, which in turn was one of a long series of real estate ventures in which Sen.

Stipe and Crosslin were partners or co-owners.
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Sen. Stipe and Crosslin explained that they had entered partnerships to develop
residential real estate, including housing and apartment complexes, including a
beginning in the early 1970’s, including a 68-unit apartment complex called Sportsman
Acres, iocated near Pryor, Oklahoma; a development in Tahlequah, Oklahoma known as
Greenwood Estates; other residential developments known as Ginger Acres and Song
Bird; houses in Sallisaw; a shopping center in Stigler; and several houses in Fort Gibson,
amoﬁg others. (Crosslin Dep. at 8; Stipe Dep. at 19-222; Spears Dep. at 55-57). During
1998, the Sportsman Acres project in Pryor was under acti\}e cqnstruction; it was
completed in late 1999. (Spears Dep. at 56-57; Stipe Dep. at 19).

-Crosslin and Sen. Stipe also both cxplained_ that Sen. 'Stipe provides the majority
of financing for these projects, and Crosslin does most of the work. (Stipe Dep. at 22-23;
Crosslin Dep. at 9). Crosslin routinely requested funds from Sen. Stipe, and these checks
are typically written from Sen. Stipe’s account by Spears, payable either to Greenwood
Estates or to Crosslin. .(Stipe Dep. at 23-26; Crosslin Dep. at 59-60; Spears Dep. at 367)_.
Attached as Exhibit 6 hereto are ledgers from Sen. Stipe’s accounts showing payments
from 1996 through 2000.

Crosslin testified that while she did not remember the spéciﬁc purpose of the |
$45,250 check, she was paying numerous bills on the Pryor development at that time.
(Crosslin Dep. at 59-60). Spears testified that she wrote the check, that she did not
remember the specific purpose, that Corosslin had represented to her that Sen. Stipe had
approved issuance of the check, that “I write lots of checks to Louise Crosslin;” that this

was a “[nJormal conversation, happens all the time;” and that Spears had written checks
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of this size before wifhout diséussing it with Sen. Stipe. (Spears Dep. at 367-71).
Spears’ testimony is fully supported by the ledgers attached as Exhibit 6 hereto.
‘Regardless of how Crosslin may have decided to use this particular payment,
there is no reason whafsoever to suppose that Sen. Stipe believed that if was for any
purpose other than as another of a continuing series of payments to finance the joint real
estate developments he was undertaking with Crosslin. Crosslin confirmed that she has
never discussed the art auction with Sen. Stipe (Crosslin Dep. at 45). Sen. Stipe.
confirmed that there was no such discussion. (Stipe Dep. at 283). Spears testified that,
although she brought the check (payable to Greenwood Estates) with her to give to
Crosslin at the auction, she, Spears, never questioned Crosslin ab§ut the purpose of the
check, assuming that it was for the ongoing business expensesl fof the real estate
development. (Spears Dep. at 369-371).
In sﬁm, there is no evidence that Sen. Stipe authorized issuanc;e of the $45,250 check for
any purpose other than as part of a longstanding series of payment to finance the real
.estate developments he had undertaken, and was continuing to undertake, with Louise
Crosslin. Sen. S-tipe' did not attend the art auction and purchased no art from Roberts.
Thus the record simply fails to support the General Counsel’s charge that any p_roceedé
from the art auction were actually disguised campaign contributions from Sen. Stipe.
H. Contributions In the Name of Another
From the outset of the investigation, Spears has acknowledged using Sen. Stipe’s
funds, without his knowledge, to reimburse five Stip¢ Law Firm employees in an amount
totaling $8,790. The record makes clear, however, that Sen. Stipe did not know about or

authorize these reimbursements in any way.
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The payments were made in cash from a fund maintained by Spears, funded by
cashing of Sen. Stipe’s Social Security checks and checks from ;he Oklahoma Senate.
(Stipe Dep. at 303, 310-311; Spears Dep. 396, 398, 412-13). Spears uses the cash,
generally in her own discretion, in this fund to assist constituents with health or personal
problems, to make contributions to Democratic party local committees and clubs for
various events and functions, and to pay for an annual Thanksgiving feast Sen. Stipe
hosts for approximately 2,000 people. (Stipe Dep. .at 303-04, 306, 313-16, 326-29;
Spears Dep. at 396-400, 403, 407-08). Contrary to the General Counsel’s assertions
(OGC' Brief at 38-39), and in spite of the obvious reluctance of Sen. Stipe and Spears to
embarrass constituents by revealing personal situations in which grants had been made
from this fund, botl_l Sen. Stipe and Spears did name numerous recipients of grants or
loans from this fund, including both individuals and paxty organizatiohs. (Stipe Dep. at
306, 326; Spears Dep. at 399-400, 403). | |

Spears has teétiﬁed that Sen. Stipe knew nothing about his use of the cash fund
for reimbursement of contributions to Roberts at the time those reimbursement were
made. (Spears Dep. at 428). Sen. Stipe has confirmed that he did not speak to Spears.or
anyone else in 1998 about using his cash to reimburse contributors, and did not authoﬁze
or approve'any such payments. (Stipe Answers to Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999; Stipe
Dep. at 294). Sen. Stipe testified, “Only after the fact and after this investigation started
did I know about it or ever hear about it.” (Stipé Dep. at 294). Sen. Stipe recalls telling
Spears to use the cash in the fund to “help elect Democrats,” a reference he understood to
be to the routine use of the fund to buy tickets to events from local party clubs and

committees and otherwise assist such organizations. (Stipe Dep. at 313-15, 331-32).
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The General Counsel lﬂatly asserts that, “If Senator Stipe was supplying the cash
he would need to communicate with Ms. Spears about the amount in the cash fund. If so,
he would no doubt become aware that thousands of dollars had been spent on these
reimburseménts.” (OGC Brief at 40). The General Counsel cites no evidence
whatsoever to support these assertions, and there is none. There is simply no evidence in
the record indicating that Sen. Stipe in any way knew about, approved, directed or
‘ authorized the reimbursements of contributions.

The General Counsel also suggests that Sen. Stipe should somehow be charged
with an additional reimbursement of $1.980 paid to Anne Prather by Spears, by check, in
what Prather and Spears believed was a legitimate payment for her services to Sen.
Stipe’s oil and gas business. (Spears Dep. at 465-67; Prather Dep. at 171). There is no
testimony or otﬁer evidence at all that Sen. Stipe was aware of the payment by Spears to
Prather.

Finally, the General C(;unsel charges that Spears and another law firm employee,
Jamie Benson, contributed $1,000 each to Delahunt for Congress in what was apparently
an aBorted contribution swap scheme. (Spears Dep. at 453). Spears wrote a personal
check; from her own a;:count,_ for her contribution. (Id. at 456). The General Counsel |
asserts that “it is highly probable that she [Spears] used Stipe’s cash to reimburse herself
and Ms. Bensoﬂ for the $2,000 given to Delahunt for Congress.” (OGC Brief at 41). The
General Counsel cites no evidence for this assertion and tilere is none. Nor is there any
credible evidence that Sen. Stipe knew anything about the contﬁbutions to Délahunt, at

any time.



. 6 . .

In sum, the record is clear that Sen. Stipe did not make, approve, authorize or

-'
.

direct any contributions to Roberts that were made in the name of another.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission should find that there is no
probable cause to believe that either Sen. Stipe or the Stipe Law Firm violated the Act, let

alone that either did so knowingly or willfully. Accordingly, the Commission should

i s -

dismiss the complaint and close the file in this matter.

LI

Respectfully submitted,

_i,b-

.
1

Joseph E. Sandler _
Sandler, Reiff & Young, P.C.
50 E Street, S.E. Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20003
Telephone: (202) 479-1111

Tl

. James E. Frasier
Frasier, Frasier & Hickman
1700 Southwest Boulevard
P.O. Box 799 '
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101
Telephone: (918) 584-4724 -

Dated: September 6, 2001

-
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA ) S ¥
B ) SSi TRANSFER AGREEMENT :
McCURTAIN COUNTY ) . Or CORPORATE STOCK

AND OWNERSHIP

KNOW ALL MEN 'BY THESE PRESENTS: 'l;hat, ' .
'WHEREAS, BIVCO, INC,, is a cor"[;oration, créa_téd, exis.ﬁ.ng, and
d_oing business under and pursuant to charter issued bj the St.at.e of Oklahoma .
oﬁ the 18th dgy of September, 1970, with its princi.pél 'ofﬂ'qé_ in tl}e City of.
Idabei, Oklah.oma; and, | .
. WHEREAS, BiVCO, INC,, has stocl; certificate_s.a_-nd 's.ha_rt:a's ouisiamlizhgt-' A, - .
in the amount of Five Iiundred und no/100 ($500, 00)_D_ol'lar.s, with a par vatge l l
of One Dollar ($1,00) each, same being owned and held by the folldvﬁing purt.ics,
each owning the number of shares set'forth opposite _thei"r _names,' to wit: .

James A, Wooten : , . 125 Shares

llewey Rozzell 125 Shares .
Carl Sherman b . 125 Shares

Jim B, Lane . 125 Shares
and, .- -
WHIEREAS, Bivco, Inc., is the oviner and holder_ ‘of the §r6pertie§;,
including recal and personal properties, :as dcscribé&.and ;articﬁlar[y set
forth on "Exhibit ‘A" hereto attached, here referred to, and s.p-ecifi.cally made:; _
a part hereof, and is indebted in the forﬁm, natu_t'e and é:'ét'er-xt set forth and
particularly described on "Exhibit B" !ﬁerelo attached, here referced 1o, and"_
speciiically made a part hercof; and, | :
WiiitREAS, exclusive of ihe additional obl'igationé'to be by the Sceond 7
’arties paid as hereinafter sct forth, the undersigned atiphléte and agrce
that the corporate obligations, the majority ol which ca‘rry the pcersonal
endorsement of px‘esent‘stockhoiders, are equal to or exceed the [air market i
cash value of the corporate properties énd ussets, and it is the: desire of inhe -
prescni owners to transfer, set over, assign and convey their ownership in

Biveo, Inc., unto the following named parties, each to own and receive the -



. - P

L
N

. > @ -

GiNE STIPE, MAX YOUNG .J’IM 1: ‘LANE, hereinafier .ref_er;'(-:d :., |
"Buyers", —
WITNES‘SET.H: |

(1) For and in consideration of the Buyers' agreunent to assune.,
the nianagement pgnd control of Bivco, Inc.,, to manage and op(.x'..\le thu same
wiih best judgient and care, to the end that said corporation may progress,
iniprove and benelit, toward satisfying its creditors, all of the undersigned |
present owners of certificates and stock shuces in Bivco, Inc,, do licreby
transter, assign, set over and co.nvey their atock certificates and ownership
in Biveo, Inc., in all ol its prope t'tu.s, 1.0 a R, LeFopcg, Attorney in Yact,
and as Ti -ustee, for the purposes of accepling the surrendet‘ of ‘buch stock
shares and reissuix_xg the same to Buyers, the new owners hercinafter set
forth,

(2) The Atiorney in Fact, Trustee, Ed R, LeFox_';:e,_i.s,authorized, i
insiructed ond directed to reissue the stock of Biveo, Inc., | to the ."ollowing
awmned individuals, in the amount set forth opposite ,their: nai'qcs, to wit: |

Gene Stipe ) : | |
Jim IE, Lane . - .
Max Young

The further conditions of the reorganizatior_x a_fxd new ownership of
Biveo, Inc,, and the surrendcr and cancellation of _.stoc-kl t-a_;{_SeiLet's, shall
he upon the following understanding, covenants,’ condl,tlg'r.l;.,'_._tem'ﬁs and

agreements, to wit: I IR

(a) Biveco, Inc., s'mll evidence its obhgatwn to formw ownors,

Jaimes A. Wooten, Carl Shermaun, Wand J1m E Lune, m thc

arsount of Eight Thousand and no/lOO ($8 060, 00) Dollars, .(makmg a total

obiigation of Twenty-Four Thou.aand and no/lOO ($Z4 000 00) ')ollarb) by -




- l -,—l l\ ‘ g q

- am

the same, over and above ope.*.atingf:requirenients aind debt retiren:ent
requirements, ' .
(b} The corporation shall:
( (i) Assume the exisiing obligation of Twenty 'l.'h(.usar_ld
and no/100 ($20, 006, 00) Dollurs, down pay:;.lent 61' deposit, due a‘nd owing:
Lo Wirst National Bank of McAlester, Okluloma, previously obtained and
paid to Bivco, Inc,, toward thé purcl}asc ol an additional'te:; (10) acres of land
in Thousand Oaks Addition to Idabel, .Oklahoma, or
(ii) The corporation will issue and deliver its p'rm’nisnsm'y .
noie for the Twenty-’i‘housand and no/100 (3220, 000.‘00)' Dollars, carrying the_:
sie terms and conditions as the note and oiligation due to the McAiester
sank, or
(iii) Assume and pay, propor_tionately, Tweaty Taousand
una no/100 ($290, 000, 00) Dollars of -_such obiizsation,

(3) Bivco, Inc,, having aiready received the sum of Thirty Taousand
wis 5i0/100 ($30, 000, 00) Dollars ror iis sawe and the purchase of ten (10) ;(Cx-és
ul Laad for Lfm construction of & Ioliday La in Idabel, Oklahomua, "Bivee, inc. .,
agrees to convey said ten acres of land Lo e corporate entity "One-0-Six
Cocrpocation” and/or other individuals then owning said corporagion, utilizing

the deseription set l‘orth_on Abstract No, 4502, adjusting said description 10
accomodate the erronious description of Lowling Alley property, without
iwi'ther consideration or veriuncration,

(4) Sellers have personally endosscd and guaranteed the répaymem
‘ol‘ sundry obligations of Bivco, Inc,, evidenced by the promissory notes aid
secured by liens on Bivco, Ine., properties. lSellcrs agrce to remain as
surcty endorsers thereon, And in 'c‘onsiduration of such continued pecsonal
AUavanty and eadorsements, Buyers agice that no changés in the ownarship.-

or munagement of Bivco, Inc., will be cffected, until (a) written consent’cf-« o




Scllers has been obtained, cor (b) the personal obligation of Sellers has

beein sutislied and removed, I’rovided, however, this Instruction and limitation

shall not prohibit or limit the right of Buyer, the new "Biveo Corporation' ironi

entering upon or engaging upon the full, [rec operation and "devel'opment of

all Bivco properties, joining in joint venturces, partnerships, or associations,

~
5 0
Kl

it being only the purpose and intent hereol to retain the good management

and sound judgment in the corporation operulions which shiall be furnished

~ !

by the new owners, Gene Stipe, Max Young and Jim . Lane.

IN WITNESS WHERCYF, we the undersigned, designated as Sellers

L

LG congtituting 100% of the owners, and 100% of the outstanding stock shares

i Biveo, Ine,, and we, the undersigned, designated as Buyers, and conalituting

‘.- ’
_—

5 - , ’ .
' 160% of the owncrs of 100% of the shares of "new stock" to be issued by

g lsiveo, Inc., have hereunto set out hands on this the /3”9déy ot o Fecember/

= 1973,
=

il
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HLRRIS ACRES AT BT
; - .

‘9 Lots & %1625 )..... ' T ; .‘ . ) ‘ . g . Total & _),‘20\.‘1-.' Gy '.’a.ﬂ.
59 Lots @ $3500.00 . . . ‘ogal $2cu.>oo 00 Vaky:

PENY HEIGHTS N PR .
&6 Lots @ $1787.12 - ' e Yotal §17,950.00 ot
66 Lots @ §2750. 00 . rTetal § 101,;00.0» Vals
'YHOGSAND OAKS ' e
b1 25 Acre Tracts € uaz,,./o o ; I3mubu1 $180,9,0 GO, Onesd

Gl .:'; Acra Tracts @ $5000.60: . v 'Total, BOE, 00ULOC. Vil
i.pprox. 30 acres 00-muz~cia1 Paapm ty G$"000 00 Total‘; 90 qoo oo

PINE ACRES.

) < Tota'\. 1 )U, \‘)‘f"_."n".)l. o .','
S £, 00000 Yain!
7"_ mtal § (3,,00 O\) Vt:.mz. '

T4t Practs tmd Tots @ 531§l;.6.29
)6 Lots @ .p2 00,00 R
21 Tracts @ 3500 o0 . nuw :

SROCHN BOW

16 acros @ $1,000.00 - B y C
16 heres @ $2,000,00 -

T 'PO vﬂl ! 1(‘3 . OU0 .OO'HU’\ :ul‘a
-_ $l‘o 031 _32 ,0G0 uOC NVl '

/l,‘.'

A‘ll\. JOUGAL ADDITI oN

APpProx. .LOO acres @ $1, COO 00

'. Totﬂ' 't l,t, J.’\f ﬂ\
S 0 ..,n.-\l‘.'.)u("
Total "‘30 1oL GO Dyt
. " AL},OOO;W vl

15 ’ Ouo,'(,ﬂ' uti

$ ‘), uC'J "1 -
Soh\-

50 OOGQ'GI

i. mowlar 3 bedroom homc.', u‘Lll 800 00 '_"’ i
Vsins - . ..

2 Modular L bedrocm: i’iOIﬂul! @ $15,400 00 v
Ve.lae :

iH # bedpoon A'p'ts

e “).m..o.a epts. e Vallie“rb

Godir Dale Additlon S T ‘.,,..Q- .,w,,a'
39 lots @ $1,500,00

]
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"EXHIBIT 3" R

Morfey;ov,red?b'y_, Biveco, Inc.

Broken Bow Bank : Ce S " $ %,500,00
1*irst State Bank ST .. 40,000,00 .
Valliant State Bank S - : - 30, 00C, 00.
First Home Service Corpov'ation N 206, 310, 23.
fFirst Service Corporation oL 394, 874,19
Security Savings and Loan . . . 91,883,095 .
Little Dixic Abstract S : 485,000 -
Bell, Bruner and Hughes™ = .~ . - : ‘ T 780,00
Sky Lark Aviation 125,00
Idabel Concrete : . 322,00
Note made by Carl for Bivco at 1- xrst Statce : 1,000, 00
Interest to Security Savings (check: to be covcrcd) ‘ 3,104, 74
Telephone and Miscellaneous = ... o 200, 00 -
Release on Lot 7 Block 7, Harris' Acres e 3, 000; 00.
Release on Lot 6 Block 7, Harrls Acres ) K 3,0G60,00 .
Wendell Wade . .. .- .+ 1,500,00. -
1ill Bex Construction s S 317,00
- Money to be returned on Church lot T 451,28~
Total . " LT $1784,964,00
Additional Current Obligations
Bivco's share of street in Pine Acres R -1, 000 00

Jim Lane, on Valliant Bunk interest .

Jim Lane, on payment First Home Service °
Jim Lane, payments on Ray Smlth's house _
McCurtain Gazette _ o

Ed R, LeForce L ;' v

- Total

Grand Tctal ..

-
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9 “ManLY LEGAL DLanng™
‘ IORDEN UY NUNIERR)

W AR R ANTY DEED ) This Space Neserved for Filing Stomp

Corporation Form

Stafe of Okdohoma tcCurtsin Ca., '.

sents: ‘ Thils Instrument was filed for record
Fnofu All Men by These Jieesents '413'728 oo ooolock - B

Yhnt . BIVEO, _Inc. = . ~ JUN 111997

n corporation duly organized and existing under and: \)y vlﬂ.ﬁ"'ot i

Sy dﬁ:lr-tlu! Y racase»dlin I:npk 6 o/
the laws of the State of ... Oklahomn______ : n Il

principal place of husiness [s in_._Oklﬂl\oIMLC.OLlh.U

'.. 4[,

County, State of... .__Oklahoma
rLIY e o

sum of_._TEN_AND NO/100 == == =~ == o= "‘"- s porrans (310,00 )

nml othier valuable conskierations, in hand pald, the reselpt of which is horeby acknowledged, does hereby drnnl,

ﬂ;l’lrgnln Sell m\d Convey Iln{'o GENE 5rMQ_&f_L5 &4 ”“.AL'J/Q&A_?K 71,5 of

_Pricesburp County, Stule of Oklahomn Pty

G_Z the second parl, the following deseribed real proporty and premises situate in

{g—MeCurtain.. __County, State of___0klnhoma to-wik:

“Bepin at a point 1050,28 fr. South of the NW corner of Seetion 30 T7S, R24F,

g.l! M., thence South 863.22 fr., thence N64° 20'EGL5 fr. to a point on che west
nno of 1000 Oake Drive, thence N2B 6'W along anid street right-of-woy n distance
pf 546.4 ft. to n curve te the left, thence Weaterly along said curve s distance of
=il|9 6 fe. to the point of beginning, said lands being a part of the W/2 of NW/4 of
"'ﬁe.ction 30.

togzether with a)l the linprovements thercon and appurlennnces thereunto heolonging and warrant the title (o the lmm.

TO 1IAVEE AND TO IIOLD snid deseribed premises unto tho snid part.y....of the second part, “hia____heirs
and assipgns. forever (ree, elear and dischargdd of snd from all former gronls, charges, (axes, judgments,
mortgopes and other liens and encimbrances of whatsoover nhature, '

IN WITNESS WHFERFEQF, the sald party of the first port horeto has causod these presonts ta be signed In Its name
by M8 eomeee .. .Tresident, its corporzte sgnl uffixed, and attosted by ite Seerctary at.
ﬂ:-;f:.'l-.‘f;y,_:.._.-.._...__.__. Wis_ (P Gla_ dny ot Jume : 1997_...

o : 4 *
STATIL,QF OKILAHOMA ! .s: CORPONRATION ACKNOWLEDGMENT
COuNTY OF _Oklnhiomn ) Oklahoma ¥orm

m-lure me, the nmh-umm-d n Notary Public, in and far snid County ond State on lnls_..[e‘.\ "_...._,..dn, of
——ne s 19_9.7_,.. personally nppeared Ginger Barneg’ . "¢|"'

).,..J._..
to me knawn ta bhe the mu.um person who subseribed the name of the moker theresf (n lhnl“m:olnxjﬁslrumcnl n'n‘,lu
e e Presldent and acknawledpged to me that__she _exeeuted the same as ﬁnr" Ld‘ acl lnd
decd nnrl np thy fres nnd veluntary net and deed of sueh eorporatjon, for the uses and purmu#.)n&u\lb a@,fu‘ﬂh.-
Glven undur iy hand and senl of offler the day nnd yeor-lol} above writlen, = %, o J%e...oe’ \ 4 .
-0
My commtssion nxlﬂrus._/_!...?? /- -P7 Q‘M \;@ ‘l ‘ "NM‘IW Publle
e S S AT S NN I 7T X T TR TR LTI T ol A AR it o A, KA W
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11/18/98 at 16:59:22.83

N .

. : 50
GENE STIPE Fege

General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
Filter Criteria includes: Reporl order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
A/R - Paul Beshears
: 2/1/97 Beginning Balance
- 3nm7 Beginning Balance
4197 Beginning Balance
5197 Beginning Balance
' 6/197 Beginning Balance
i 6997 CDJ  PAUL BESHEAR - LOAN 493.00
tl 2890 : -
~5i5
(P Current Pes
) urrent Period Change 493.00
i
I 197 Beginning Balance
ih 8197 - Beginning Balance
il 9Mm7 Beginning Balance
s 101197 Beginning Balance
n 11197 Beginning Balance
i3 12197 Beginning Balance
“-F_' 12/3197 Ending Balance
- 1112 1197 Beginning Balance
A/R - Jimmy Lane
: 1197 GENJ TO ADJUST BEGBAL TO
AJE 1-1 ACTUAL
Current Period Change
2197 Beginning Balance
3/197 Beginning Balance
4/1/97 Beginning Balance
5/197 Beginning Balance
6/197 Beginning Balance
61297  CDJ JIMLANE-LOAN 20,000.00 /
2767
Current Period Changé 20,0002 , /
197 Beginning Balance
8/197 Beginning Balance
9/197 Beginning Balance
10/197 Beginning Balance
11197 Beginning Balance
12/1/97 Beginning Balance
1273197 Ending Balance
1113 1/1/97 Beginning Balance
A/R - Mike Mass .
17197 GENJ TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO 4,000.00
AJE 1-1 ACTUAL ’ /

BA|



1/5/00 at 08:48:17.61

General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Fnltzrcmemmcluds Report order is by ID. R:pomsplmtedeetailFome

Acecount ID

Date Jml -’

Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt
Account Description Reference
7/1/98 Beginning Balance
8/1/98 Beginning Balance
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
10/198 Beginning Balance
11/198 Beginning Balance
1277198 Beginning Balance
123198  GENJ WRITE OFF 493.00
AJE 1222
Current Period Change 493.00
- 12/3198 Ending Balance
1112 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
A/R - Jimmy Lane
2/1/98 Beginning Balance
3/1/98 Beginning Balance
4/198 Beginning Balance
4/1598 GENJ to record loan advance from Mc 20,001.00
aje 4-1 Cty Bank that was endorsed to 4
Jimmy Lane
Current Period Change 20,001.00
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/4/98 GENJ loan advance endorsed to Jimmy 10,000.00 I/
AJE 5-1 Lane -
- Current Period Change 10,000.00
/198 Beginning Balance
717198 Beginning Balance
8/158 Beginning Balance
. 9/198 Beginning Balance
9/1/98 CD]  Jimmy Lane - loan 3, 500 00 /
3;30188 ' CDJ  Jimmy Lane - loan 2.490 00 %
;/13%8 CDJ Jhmy Lane - loan 2,490.00
3109
Current Period Change 8,480.0p | 4
10/1/98 Beginning Balance / '
IOISBS CDJ JIME.LANE-LOAN 5,000.00 /
13/213‘3/98 CDI JIMMY LANE-88M - Supid 5,000.00
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1/5/00 st 08:48:17.33

T .

GENE STIPE
General Leédger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998

Filt:rCnmmclndes Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Account ID _ Date Jrml  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
3147 personal
Current Period Change 10,000.00
11198 Beginning Balance
12198 Beginning Balance
12/31/98 - Ending Balance
1113 1198 Beginning Balance
g . U198 Beginning Balance
g 31198 Beginning Balance
f - anme Beginning Balance
Fi 51198 Beginning Balance
o 6198 Beginning Balance
'“; M98 Beginning Balance
,i;, 8198 Beginning Balance ‘
o 9/1/98 Beginning Balance
101198 " Beginning Balance
11198 Beginning Balance
12/1/98 Beginning Balance
'12/3198 Ending BM
1114 17198 Beginning Balance
AR - Phipps Enterprises -
2/1/98 Beginning Balance
3/198 Beginning Balance
3/12/98 CRJ  PHIPPS ENTERPRISES, INC. - +15,000.00
SPE REPAYMENT OF LOAN
Current Period Change 15,000.00
41m8 Beginning Balance
51198 Beginning Balance
6/198 Beginning Balance
77198 Beginning Balance
/18 Beginning Balance
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
10/158 Beginning Balance
117198 Beginning Balance




Adjusting Journal Entry

Date: /56{/4’/
Reference;_TJE /7

Description Acct # Debit Credit

\

~*  [Land - McCurtain County 1258] __100,000,00
18 [AJr - Jimmy Lane 1112 84,481.00

Y
Aoy

L/p - Jimmy Lane- 2006 15,5619.00

st

P

)

Per Gene, the account receivable balance from Jimmy Lane of 16,000 as of 01/01/97, and
all payments to Mr. Lane since that time were for property purchased on 06/11/97 for
$100,000. In error we have recored those payments as loans to Mr. Lane. This entry will
record the purchase of the property and the loan amount still payable to Mr. Lane. The
Account receivable balance for Mr. Lane will be written off.



——

e

s AL

N

o L S

q

russ: 1
B o T

k]
LI

Date: /%/Q{,/%
Reference: (J£ /¥

Adjusting Journal Entry

4 Description Acct # Debit Credit
Alr - S&B 1116 100,000.00 '
Land - McCurtain County 1258 100,000.00

On May 28, 1999, Gene sold the property in McCurtain County to S&B Company for .
100,000. This balance should be added to the Account Receivable from S&B Company.







11/10/99 at 16:26:19.08

GENE STIPE
" General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Oct 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to 1143: Report order is by ID. Repoft is printed in Detail Format.

Page: 1

Account ID Date Jrol  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference '
1143 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
Cattle
2/1/98 . Beginning Balance
3/1/98 Beginning Balance
4/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
7/1/98 ' Beginning Balance
8/1/98 Beginning Balance
~— 8/5/98 CDJ  WALTROBERTS - CATTLE 67,500.‘00
3044
. 8/27/98 GENJ TO PURCHASE OFFICIAL 60,900.00
JE8-2 _ CHECKS #4174245 & #4174244 . 4
" Current Period Changq 128,400.00
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
//—~ 9/23/98 CRJ  WALT ROBERTS - REFUND 67,500.00
- SPE OF CATTLE SALE ’
9/24/98 CDJ  FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS 866.40
3130 - WALT ROBERTS #56527 &
56625
Current Period Change 866.40 - 67,500.00
10/1/98 Beginning Balance
10/1/98 CDJ  FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS 866.40
3130V - WALT ROBERTS #56527 &
56625
10/22/98 CD]J  SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - 10,914.88 /
3165 34 HEAD OF CATTLE -
Current Period Change 10,914.88 866.40 .
11/1/98 Beginning Balance
12/1/98 Beginning Balance
1/1/99 Beginning Balance
1729/99 CDJ  SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - 853.10
5372 1 BLK BULL . 'd
Current Period Change 853.10
2/1/99 Beginning Balance
3/199 ~ Beginning Balance
4/1/99 Beginning Balance
5/1/99 Begiﬁning Balance
6/1/99 Beginning Balance



11/10M9 at 16:26:19.30 Page: 2
GENE STIPE
- ' Géneral Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Oct 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs ﬁ'om 1143 to' 1143. Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.
Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
711199 Beginning Balance
8/1/99 - Beginning Balance
9/1/99 Beginning Balance
10199 - Beginning Balance
10/31/99 . Ending Balance
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11/9/99 at 11:52:44.22

GENE STIPE
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Nov 30, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to 1143, Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Page: 1

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference : :
1143 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
Cattle
2/1/98 Beginning Balance
3/1/98 - Beginning Balance
N 4/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
7/1/98 Beginning Balance
8/1/98 Beginning Balance
. \/8/5/98 CDJ  WALTROBERTS - CATTLE 67,500.00
3044 - : : L,
8/27/98 GENJ TOPURCHASE OFFICIAL 60,900.00 el
& JE 82 CHECKS #4174245 & #4174244 : : li -t
Current Period Change 128,400.00 -.
: ek
. 9/1/98 Beginning Balance '
\/ 9/23/98 "CRI WALT ROBERTS - REFUND ; ) . 67,500.00°
SPE OF CATTLE SALE AYATEYS A S
{77Y9124/98 CDJ]  FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS 7 ’(D "866.40
) 3130 * -WALTROBERTS #56527& =~
56625
Current Period Change 866.40 67,500.00
10/1/98 Beginning Balance
J 10/22/98 CDJ  SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - . 10,914.88
3165 34 HEAD OF CATTLE
Current Period Change 10,914.88

" 11/1/98
12/1/98
‘171199 .

9/99 cDJ
5372

2/1/99
3/1199
4/1/99
5/1/99
6/1/99

7/1/99

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. -  853.10
1 BLK BULL

Current Period Change 853.10
Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

" Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance



GENEI STIPE
-Gerieral Ledger
_ For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Nov 30, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 t6 1143. Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

11/9/99 at 11:52:44.98

Page: 2

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
8/1/99 Beginning Balance
9/1/59 Beginning Balance
10/1/99 Beginning Balance
) 11199 . Beginning Balance
11/30/99 | Ending Balance '
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cst and most important

rodeo,
>rofes-
‘owboy
siation
I. Wells
iral de-
‘cmony
solors.

— the old-

traditions in the sport
of rodeo. Honoring our
national and state
flags before cach per-
formance reflects the
strong valucs of rodeo
folks. In 1987 Jack had

created a watercolor on

the subject for Freedom’s 50th an-
niversary rodco program cover, and
the image became very popular, So it
was decided that the mural should be
a replica of that painting.

The size of the mural-—-8 fect by 24
feet---required the artist to paint it in
three scctions in a warchouse in Ok-
lahoma.City and then transport it the
150 miles to Freedom. The mural is
now mounted on the wall of a down-
town building.

The town of Freedom is host to
one of the country’s largest open
rodeos, plus the Old Cowhands
Memorial and Reunion, held every
August. Additional information can
be obtained from Jack J. Wells, 1830
Markwell Ave., Oklahoma City, OK
73127, 405-789-3920.

RUSTY HOUTZ, a member of the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, grew up
on the Fort Hall Reservation ncar
Blackfoot. Idaho. After a stint in the
Army, he worked at various jobs in-
cluding truck driver, heavy equip-
ment operator, construction, and in

movic and television productions.
He also got into rodeoing, but he
soon discovered that riding bucking
horses wasn’t for him. e continued
roping calves and bulldogging steers
and bcecame a pickup man at rodeo
cvents throughout the West. After
moving to Nevada, Houtz started
tcam roping and he still ropes in old-
timer rodcos.

In 1980, Houtz turned from his
past hobby of wood carving to
bronze sculpture. His life experi-
cnces have provided him a wealth of
subject matter, and he fecls that he
has found his niche in art. Houz
travels to art shows and rodeo cvents
to display his scuiptures. He was re-
cently honored by having two of his
bronzes appear in a photograph in
Archaeological Digest as onc of the
story illustrations about the Chicf
Joseph Ranch in Montana.

Rusty Houtz, Box 483. Blackfoot.
1D 83221. '

FROM FIDDLING to law enforcing
to politician to sculpturc-—all of this

First Down Dash, 32 inches long by 24
inches 1all, bronze edition of 0.,

Allln All Donce. bran-e.

by the ripe old age of 31. Walt Roberts
of McAlester, Okla.. can nghtfully
claim all of these vocations.

Born and raised on his family’s cat-
te ranch in Oklahoma. he playved the
fiddle professionally while in college
working toward bachelor’s and mas-
ter's degrees in prison administration.
Because McAlester is traditionally a
prison town and his family had been
involved in law enforcement for vears,

Sminnth Six

s YT e 4]
Adeam penning broaz e titded
Block the Hole.

Rusty Hontz |
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BANKS SIDEWINDER
TURBO GIVES YOU:

+ Greater Morsepower

» Greater Torque

+ increased Fuel Economy

« Instant Throttle Response
« Lower Engine Temperature 2
« Longer Engine Life

NOES NOY VOID FACYORY WARRANTYY

ALL BANKS PRODUCYS 50
STATES EMISSIONS LEGAL

ﬂliﬂ‘lﬂ!ﬂ: o
Vs actrer & Ptk Data

L4

W upgrade Your Ford
Factory Turho With a
Banks PowerPuack-... CALL FOR DETAILS!
GALE BANKS ENGINEERING

m 546 Duggan Ave., Dept. 351, Azusa, CA 91702
_ 1-800-GET-POWER

438-7693

© 1934 Gale Barks Engineerin)

. Xeis Ranch
N Universal Hmsemansbqo

Register Now For The Dennis Reis
Universal Horsemanship

‘HORSE COURSE’

August 1st - 31st "4

®ssvverveerecrsese

e ALL RIDING
DISCIPLINES WELCOME

® GUEST SPEAKERS &

o COLT STARTING
¢ HORSEMANSHIP
* PROBLEM SOLVING

TRUCTOR

INSTRUCTORS ¢ BEACH RIDES

* MEALS & LODGING * PERFORMANCE.
* YOGA & CHNIQUES

TECHUNIQUES

¢ COW WORKING,
REINING & DRESSAGE

* HORSES AVAILABLE
* TOURS

STRETCHING CLASSES

Lreedom. . . Awareness. . .Mavemem

CALL YOLL-FREE:

1-800—732—8220

FOR REGISTRATION AND INFORMATION

“We're a cash and carry family . . . he makes

the cash, and [ carry it.”

this was a logical direction for him.
He worked for a ycar in the prison
svstem before he was clected to the
Oklahoma House of Representatives
at the age of 24.

After three termis covering 6 years,
Walt left politics to pursuc an inter-
est that had been dormant until he
and artist fricnd Bob Moline went
into an art store in Dallas and bought
sculpturc supplics. With no training
and little clsc but motivation, Walt
turncd out his first picce---a bucka-
roo fiddle player in an edition of 20.
It sold out, and he was on his way.

To date, his biggest project has
been the commission to do a bronze
sculpture of the renowned Quarter
Horse First Down Dash. Walt went
to California to study the stallion in
the flesh. and he was given a photo
file that proved immenscly helpful.
After obscrving the horse, the artist
chose to depict him racing. Mca-
surcments helped to make the fin-
ished picce an accurate likencss of
First Down Dash.

The cdition of 50 has cach picce
mounted on a base of black marble
and walnut. Walt recently reported
that the edition was nearly sold out.

Walt Roberts, S07 W. Choctaw,
McAlester, OK 74501; 918-423-2002. %

Answer: Slide plates arc special shocs
worn on the hind feet of reining horses
‘They are much wider than the normal
shoe and cover more surface of the sole.

Question; Wh(u are slide plates?

‘They are designed to help the horse in

maliine Lyne elighinm vtraae ITnog ¢t
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11/18/98 at 16:59:33.87 Page: 68
: GENL STIPE
General Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
Filrer Criteria includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.
Account ID @5 Date Jral  Teans Description Debit Amt Credit Ame Baisnco
Account Description  ©  Referenee *
. , AJE 12-3 o TN
Groenwood cstatcs T - T AR
o ) 97 -GENI TOADJUSTBEGBALTO 231995537 R,
- "AJE 1.1 . ACTUAL ' IS
i Current Period Change 2,319,955.37
. 5?' WM Beginning Balance
5'3,_ nm7 Beginning Balance
’,‘g a1m Beginning Balance
43 51m7 Beginuing Balance
ist 61197 ~ Beginning Balance
nd= 6/19/97 €D} GREENWOOD ESTATES - 2,580.00
;ig 10081 &)ALES EXPENSE ON PRIOR &
‘f“ Current Period Change 2,580.00
ey
H mm? Beginning Balance
. MinT? CDJ] GREENWQOD ESTATES - 77 3,000.00
, 10082 - .
a . Cutrent Period Change 3,000.00 _
‘ SR 81197 Beginning Balance S
' ; 81897  CD)  GREENWOOD ESTATES- 17 6.000.00 RO
. P —— IO 2
Current Period Chaﬁge : 54,450.00
2197 Beginuing Balonce
anm Beginning Balance
4197 Beginning Balonce
5/NnP7 Beginniag Balance
61197 Beginning Balance
MM Beginning Balance
8197 Beginning Balance
9/1/97 Beginning Balance
10/1/97 Beginning Balance
111/97 Beginniog Balence
Lanms Beginning Balance
1273197 Ending Dslanco
1335 s Bcginning Balance
Law Office Bldg, Inc. . .
11197 GEN! TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO 19,322.26
AJE 1-1 ACTUAL .
Current Period Change 19.322.26 L



. . . : Page: 48
3 a1 16:59:20.85 _ _
l _llll!l9 at GENE STIPE
. General Ledger
N For the Period From Jan |, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
l Filter Crteria mc)u;ies Report order is by [D. Report is printed i Detail Format
- Aceount {D Date Jral  Trans Deseription Debit Amt Credit Amt Bslsace
! Account Deseription Refarence
:‘g‘——* e i [} S VT, "' Beéginning Balance
i AR - Louise Crossﬂn o o
s I nm? GENJ TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO 44,350.00
;g% AJE 1-1 ACTUAL _
o ’
. Current Period Change 44,350.00

wnm? Beginning Balance

1197 Beginning Balance

4197 Beginning Balance

SN’ Beginning Balance

6/197 Beginning Balance

6/1/97 CDJ  CROSSLIN REALTY -77 3,000.00

10080

Curreat Period Change . ©3,000.00

mm Beginning‘ance

&7 Beginning Balence

wmnme? Beginning Bolance

" lonmr Beginning Balance
llllﬁ‘l . 'Peginnlng Balence
12/1’97 . .'B.eg'innihg Balsnce |

11!3!'97 i . 'Ending Balanec




8/17/01 at 16:06:30.88

General Ledger
Por the Period From Jan 1, 2001 to Aug 31, 2001

Page: |

Filter Criteriu includes: 1) IDs from 1108 to 1108. Report order is by ID. Report is printed with Truncated Transactios Deseriptions and in Deml Format.

]

4

Account [D ) Date Reference Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description '
1108 111/01 Beginning Balsoce
A/R - Louise Crosslin 2/1/01 Beginning Balance
371/01 Beginning Balance
o 3/8/01 11337 CDJ CROSSLIN REALTY - LOA 2,500.00
Current Period Change 2,500.00
- gy 4/1/01 Beginning Balance
il : 511/01 Beginning Balance
- 6/1/01 Beginning Balonce : “
g’g‘b 6/4/01 11380 CDJ LOUISE CROSSLIN - LOAN 75,000.00
i Current Poriod Clange 75,000.00
_5 71/03 Beginning Balance :
in 8/1/01 Beginning Balance
g-na;u BBIIQI Ending Balance
. E’ 'E
9
A=y
-1



GENE $TIPE
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 2000 to Dec 31, 2000
Filter Criteria inctudes: 1) IDs from 1108 to 1108. Report order is by [D. Reportis printed with Truncated Transaction Descriptions and in Denil Fermat.

8/17/01 at 16:03:40.67 Page: |

Account ID Dste Reference Jral  Traps Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description .
1108 1/1/00 ' Beginoing Balance
AR - Louise Crosslin 2/1/00 Boginning Balance
. Y100 Beginaing Balance
: 4/1/00 Beginaing Balance
— SN0 Beginning Balauce
6/1/00 Beginning Balance
71100 Beginning Balance
e 8/1/00 Beginning Balance
,ii,:.' - T 91/00 Beginning Balance : ' :
; 9/8/00 7000 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN 25,000.00
(P 9/22/00 7003 CDI  LOUISE CROSSLIN 24,000.00
s
“i . : Current Period Chunge 49,000.00
g 1011/00 , Beginning Balance
i 13/1/00 Beginning Balance
i 12/1/00 Beginning Balance
%
4 g
iy
e
-]

4



1/5/00 a1 08:48:17.17

GENE STIPE
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Poge: 75

Account ID - Date Jral  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Accouat Description Reference
Current Period Change 50.00
10158 Beginning Balance '
o unm Beginning Balaace
12/1/98 Beginaing Bolonce
123198 GENJ WRITEOFF 1.050.0(')
AJE 1222
Curoat Period Change 1,050.00
12/31/98 Ending Balsnco
1108 1198 Beginning Balance
A/R - Louise Crosslin :
2198 Beginning Balance
3198 Beginning Balance
4138 Beginqing Balance
: :lul{gl CDJ  CROSSLIN AGENCY 5,000.00
Cuwreat Period Change 5.009.00
LY, 1] Beginning Balance
SBiNS CDJ  CROSSLIN REAL ESTATE 25,000.00
10422
Cumrcnt Period Chango 25,000.00
6/1/98 Beginning Balance '
mms Beginning Balance
871198 Beginning Balance
snme Beginning Balance
10/198 Beginning Balance
117198 Beginning Balance
12/1/98 - Beginning Balance
1231598 Euding Balance
1109 11/98 Beginning Balance
AR - Chester Reynolds .
2198 Beginning Balance
/198 Bcsmnuu Balazce
4/198 Beginning Balance
S/I\/98 Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginaing Balaace
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1/S/00 8¢ 08:48:27.00 o L , - Page: 118
' GENE STIPE
General Ledger
Far the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format

Account ID Date - Jml  Trans Description . Debit Amt Credit Am¢ Balance
Account Description Reterence
1322 ' 1198 Beginning .Bdlnc.c
Litde Dixic Radio, Ipc.
, 21/98 Beginning Balance
nms . * Beginning Balance
4/1/98 : Beginning Balance :
SA8 . . Begioniog Balence
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
nme Beginning Balaoce
8/1/98 . Beginning Balance
9198 ) Beginning Balance
10/1/98 Beginning Balaace
11/1/98 Beginning Balaoce
12/1/98 Beginning Balance
12/31/98 GEN] TORECORD K-1 ACTIVITY 4,398.00
?i,gl%-: GENJ 1998 activity in draw acet of FRG . §000.00
AB1212  phhip
_ Curreat Period Clnnge 9,398.00
12/31/98 Ending Bslance
grez:nwood eses 1/1/98 Beginning Balaace
1198 GENJ RECLASS INVESTMENT 746,915.67
;\;:?9:—1 GENI 1o properiy classifiy expenditures o 32,480.00
aje 12 - -
’ Current Period Charge - 779,395.67
2158 Begioning Balaoce '
/198 3 Bcginning Balance
anms Beginning Bulance
snrpe - Beginning Balance
611/98 Beginning Balance
nes _ Beginning Balance
anmrs Beginning Balance
9/1/98 Begioning Balance
10/198  _  Beginning Balance
11198 " Beginniog Balance

12/1/98 Beginning Balaace



e e mu el

1/5/00 =t 08:48:27.22 ) c STIPE
General Ledger :
monc_n—vn:en—..noa.._n.:_owaabnn u_ Gwa

Filter Criteda ncludes: Report arder is by ID. Repodt Is prinied in Detail Format.

Debit Amt Credit Amt

Accoun( 1D Date Jrul  Trans Egmvkom
Accognt Description Relerence . .
1198 GENJ RECLASS INVESTMENT 746,915.67
AJE1-1 .
Cumeat Period Change 746915.67
- 21m8 Begioning Balsnce
/1798 Beginning Balagce
41198 Beginning Balance
5198 Beginning Balanoe
6198 Beginning Balance
mes Beginning Balaace
3/1/98 Beginning Balance
Inms m.i..r....u Balance
10198 Beginning Balance
- 1ms . Beginaing Balagos
12nrs Beginning Balance
.“.NWHS__G o 69A 1198 Wnufi.:n Balance
- “‘_\n_\_w.a“ GENJ 10 propesly classifiy expenditures 32,480.00
Cuaent Pesiod Change 32,480.00
E,m\vu w.nnF..mun Balance
i 21958 CD! GREENWOOD ESTATES 5,000.00
: 10385 .
Curvert Period Change 5,000.00
Jips Beginning Balagce
R i



“1/5/00 at 08.48:27.44 Page: 120

GENE STIPE
General Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Filter Criterig includes: Report order is by ID. Repon is printed in Detail Format.

Account ID Date Jral  Trans Deyeription Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Deseription " Reference -
' 4/1/98 , Beginning Balance
s ~ Beginning Belance
s «/1/98 Beginning Balance
198 Beginning Balance
wne Beginning Balance
9/1/98 Begianing Balance
© 91158 CD) GREENWOOD ESTATES - 45,250.00
a REAL BSTATE .
9/23/98 CDY  GREENWOOD ESTATES - 25,000.00
312 REAL ESTATE
9/25/98 CDI GREENWOOD ESTATES - . 30,000.00
10521 REAL BESTATB .
" Cureat Period Change 100,250.00
wies Beginning Balance
102398 DI GREENWOOD ESTATES 10,000.00
, .
. Current Period Change 10,000.00
11/198 Beginning Balance
12/1/93% Beginning Balance
122408 CDJ  L.CRASALI- GREENWOOD 6,000.00
3206 ESTATES - : :
Current Period Change ’ 6,000.00
12/31/98 Ending Balaace
1330 1/1/98 ) Begixning Balance
Basy rider
2198 J Beginning Balance
Nms ' Beginning Balsace
41198 Beginning Balsace
sNn/9s Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginning Buloace
mnms ' Beginning Balance
8198 Bc_ginning Balance
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
10/1/98 Beginning Bdmg
17198 " Beginning Balanoe

12/1/98 " " Beginning Bolunce
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iR 1/5/01 a1 11:18:20.44 Page: 42
in ' : GENE STIPE
e General Ledger
0 oo For the Period From Jan 1, 1999 to Dec 31, 1999
) “m Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by [D. Report Is printed with Trunoated Transoction Descriptions and in Detail Format.
' g Accaunt ID Date Refcrence  Jenl  Trans Désetiplion * Daebit Amt Credit Amt Balanee -
s Actount Description :
oF AR-Louise Crossiin ~ 2/1/99 Beginning Balsnce
Ha 2/4/99 Jo248 CD]  CROSSLIN REALTY - COM 10,041.00
s 21199 10246 CD}  CROSSLIN REALTY - COM 20,000.00
sde .
wd ©© Curent Period Change 30,041.00
I 3199 Begianing Batance ,
- aNnmy Beginniag Balance
5NM9 Beginning Balance
&9 Beginning Balonce
mnmny Boginning Balancc
199 Beginning Balance
8/30/99 10736 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN REALT 40,000.00
Current Period Chenge 40,000.00
91799 , Beginning Balonco ' .
917199 SPE - CR]  LOUISE CROSSLIN - PAY 60,000.00
Curveat Period Change 60,000.00
1011799 ' Boginning Balancc
11159 . Beginning Bolance
117499 10848 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN-77 22,000.00
: Current Period Change 22,000.00
12199 Beginning Balance
12131199 ) Eading Balance

D ——— L —— s -ttt 1\ et | et swmn:  wme @it ius ser



. 175/01 ot ] l:l.8.:22.97 - . - Page: 67 -
- GENE STIPE
General Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 1999 to Dec 31, 1999
| Filter Critcria includcs: Repon order is by [D. Reportis printed with Truncoted Transaction Descriptions and in Detail Format.

Account ID Date Refersace  Jrol  Trans Description Debit Amt Csedit Amt Balance
Account Description . .
. Current Period Change .275,380.80
9/1/99 " Beginning Balance
.. 10199 - Beginning Balance
! "Iy Beginaing Balance |
: 11/13/99 TRES CRJ  VILLAS -REIN VILLASFR 417,000.80
Current Period Change 417,000.80
| 9 1199 Beginning Bslance ,
i 1231199 ' Ending Balance
L -
R 1335 nm9 Beginning Balance
Ta Law Qffice Bldg, Inc. 2/1/99 Beginning Balance _
O 21059 53719 €DJ  STIPE LAW OFFICE TRUS 7.200.00
Current Pesiod Change 7,200.00
anm ) Beginning Balance
4199 Beginoing Balance
S/199 Beginning Balance
6/1199 Beginning Balance
MY Beginning Balence
8nRY Beginniag Balance
9199 Beginning Balance
. 101199 : Begianing Balence -
111799 Beginning Balance
- 11399 SPE CRJ  RICHARD L. GOSSETT - 45 : - 265.57
Current Period Change ) 265.57
12199 . Boginning Bslance :
12/3199 T GENJ o record s-corp activity 1324.00
Current Period Change 1,32400 -
1231599 Ending Balance o
1341 /1499 Beginning Balance
Montgomery Werd Bldg.  1/28/99 1030 CDJ TEMPLARLBASING & CO 120,000.00
- Cument Period Change 120,000.00
2199 Beginning Balance
2/4199 1038 CDJ TERRYDONMILLER - 12 1.125.00
Cusrent Period Change 1,125.00
anny Beginning Balance
4/1/99 ' Baginning Balance
snm9 Beginning Balance
189 , : Beginning Balance -
6299 1013 CDJ THROGERS - mw - repairs 264.14
Cwureat Period Change 264.14
7199 Beginning Balance
anmy Beginning Balance
91199 Beginning Balance
10/1/99 Beginniog Beluncc
unn9 Beginning Balance :
1173199 1180 CDJ ALBERTJARREIT-MWB 200.00
11359 1181 CDJ JOHNIJARRETT - MW BLD 190.00
113599 1182 D] ' CARY WINDOW - MW BL 190.00
117399 1183 CDJ THROGERS - MW BLDG. 102.87
11359 184 CD) BILL EDWARDS - MW BL 387.00 .
Current Petiod Change 1,069.87
12189 Beginning Balance
12/89% 6109 CDJ  MILLER BROTHERS ENTE 6,227.40
12/8/99 &110 CDI  WINSLETT HEATING, AR 2222.64 : -
12/16/59 §124 CD; MILLER BROTHERS - INV 18993

1222199 1063 CDJ]  WINSLETTHEATING-M 794.62
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